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ABSTRACT 

 

I combine approaches drawn from sociology, social psychology, and linguistic 

anthropology to create a unique, novel framework for the study of language, culture, and 

affect.  The social psychological concept of affective meaning in language is measured in 

a single, bilingual culture and applied to the study of bilingualism, language shift, and the 

transmission of culture through language.  The data are collected from three generations 

of people identifying as Cajun in South Louisiana and a small comparative sample of 

elderly, non-Cajuns in the Southwest.  Quantitative, affective data – collected from all 

study participants – are bolstered by qualitative video- and audio-based data collected 

using anthropology-based field techniques from Cajun French/English bilingual 

participants, oral family histories collected from middle-aged participants, and survey 

data collected from high school student participants.  These data and personal accounts of 

lives, histories, and language conception and change provide the basis for answering the 

following research questions: 1) When using their different languages, do bilingual 

speakers hold different meanings for words that have the same translated meanings? 2) 

Can language shift be tracked affectively? 3) Does loss of language mean loss of culture?  

The answer to each of these questions is yes.  It is my hope that the methods developed in 

this study will provide the basis for future language recording and analysis and cultural 

preservation projects.   
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CHAPTER 1 – THE NATURE OF LANGUAGE: CONCEPTION AND 

MEASUREMENT 

1.1 Introduction 

This project arose from an initial interest in Louisiana history, culture, and language.  

Personal conversations with elderly, French-speaking residents in the area indicated 

differences in how they saw the culture compared to what I experienced as part of the 

younger generation being reared in Cajun Louisiana, which is a geographically triangular 

area located in Southwestern Louisiana and centered on the city of Lafayette.  As noted 

by other researchers, the older generations are more likely to identify their cultural 

heritage based on language than are the younger generations, who have been brought up 

speaking English rather than French for reasons of social status (Dubois and Melancon 

2000).  It seemed to me that more was tied up in the language-culture argument than 

semantics could explain, and that sociological tools – in the form of language 

measurement based on affect – had the potential not only to explain different generational 

conceptions of culture, but also to provide a method for recording the feelings and 

meanings communicated by the languages themselves.  The project therefore has a two-

fold purpose: 1) it is a sociologically-based dissertation study on language and culture, 

and 2) it is a cultural preservation project designed to record the language and lives of 

members of Louisiana’s unique Cajun culture.      

 

This research combines insights from the sociological study of affect and linguistic and 

quantitative anthropology to devise an innovative approach to the study of how 
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bilingualism (the speaking of two languages) relates to biculturalism (living in two 

cultures).  Specifically, I begin with a theoretical and modeling framework pioneered by 

Heise and Smith-Lovin (Heise 1979; Heise and Smith-Lovin 1981; Smith-Lovin 1987; 

Heise 2007) and their colleagues in the area of affect and interactions to develop a 

method for deciphering the affective meanings of lexical terms used by bilingual 

speakers.  This approach is combined with a modeling framework from anthropology, 

building on classical insights of Sapir and Whorf.  With a focus on analysis across 

multiple languages, this approach complements the sociological research and furthers our 

understanding of language differences and their connections to culture.  Finally, these 

tools, combined with insights from Romney and colleagues (2000), are used to test 

predictions about the similarities and differences between the affective components of 

language.   

 

All of the research noted above has at least a peripheral focus on both culture and 

language.  All these works, however, also deal strictly with monolinguals and 

monoculturalism
1
.  Not one of these studies seeks to identify the nature of relations 

between language and culture for people who simultaneously claim as native more than 

one of each.  Affect Control Theory researchers understand culture through the mapping 

of masses of commonly held cultural identities and enacted behaviors, though all of the 

comparisons are between data collected from cultural experts in mutually exclusive 

                                                
1
 The exception is Osgood et al (1975), who document a study on semantic differentials conducted in Japan 

using Japanese nationals who were also Japanese/English bilinguals.  There is no mention of culture, and it 

is assumed that Japanese culture was the basis for the research.     
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cultures and languages.  Carley (1994) considers culture and language through the 

mapping of cultural knowledge using textual analysis; however, her cross-cultural 

comparisons are speculative and are still based on monolingual, monocultural examples.  

Romney et al (2000) attempt to demystify culture through the mapping of differences 

between single domains of both spoken and written terms in different languages, 

although their work stops short of enabling comparisons of people who speak both 

languages and who are native inhabitants of both cultures to which those languages 

belong.  Finally, a majority of the research on the culture of interest for this particular 

study focuses on history, ethnicity, identity, and language, but not on how these things 

are culturally understood and mediated through language.  Also, all of this research has 

been conducted mainly in university settings using student populations.  I combine all of 

these different literatures and approaches and move the methodology out of the lab and 

into a real-world setting to further our understanding on how all of these things are 

connected and how they can be used for the public good.     

 

1.2 Research Questions 

I ask three basic questions in this study that deal with three different levels of data 

analysis and interpretation.   

 

1) Understanding cultural distinction within a bilingual community through affective 

components of language: Do bilingual speakers hold different meanings for words 

that have the same translated meanings?   
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2) Understanding cultural differences through language tracking: Can language shift 

be recorded affectively?   

3) Understanding cultural change through language: Does loss of a culturally based 

language mean loss of culture?   

   

I use sociolinguistic, social psychology, and ethnicity literatures to formulate answers to 

these questions.  The methodology for data collection is a combination of procedures 

found in both anthropology and social psychology, with added modifications tailored to 

the populations being studied.  The statistical analysis techniques are drawn from social 

psychology, while the qualitative data collection techniques are drawn mainly from 

literature and experiences in anthropology.   

 

I address each of these research questions theoretically in the order they are listed above, 

beginning with the crucial issue of how language is measured for the purposes of this 

study and a social psychological discussion of the potential of this information.  Chapter 

1 moves into a discussion of the nature of language – how it is both examined in the 

different fields concerned and how it is conceived and measured for this study.  Chapter 2 

describes the setting for the study, while Chapter 3 describes the generational aspect of 

the data and data collection strategies.  Because many of the participants in this study are 

elderly and part of its purpose is cultural preservation, Chapter 4 deals specifically with 

this group of people, focusing on my female respondents and how they view themselves, 

their culture, and what it is like to be an aging member of a dying culture.  Chapters 5, 6, 
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and 7 focus on answering, respectively, each of the three research questions, which are 

introduced and described below.  Finally, Chapter 8 offers a summation of the research 

and some final thoughts on the project.   

 

Research Question 1: Does meaning differ by language for bilingual speakers? 

The main quantitative data for the study are affective measurements of cultural items, and 

the second and third research questions build on the comparisons that will be used to 

address the first.  This question addresses the nature of bilingualism for people who speak 

two different languages, asking whether they perceive a difference in the two cultures 

their languages are attached to.  The literature addressed in this chapter covers 

sociolinguistics, language death, and the nature of bilingualism.  The data and analyses 

include Cohort 1 only with a special focus on bilingual study participants.  

 

Research Question 2: Can language shift be recorded affectively? 

While the first research question addresses the nature of culturally based bilingualism, 

this question deals with comparisons of language-based affective ratings through the lens 

of a language shift.  Language ratings by domains of terms are examined both within-

Cohort and between Cohorts to see whether language shift can be tracked affectively 

within a culture. 

 

Research Question 3: Does loss of a culturally based language mean loss of culture?  
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In other words, does bilingualism = biculturalism and monolingualism = 

monoculturalism? Instead of addressing language comparisons within groups of bilingual 

and monolingual speakers, this research question deals with comparisons across groups 

of bilingual and monolingual speakers.  I draw here upon literature dealing with ethnicity 

identities to examine the creation and maintenance of such identities and how this both 

contributes to and is affected by language and cultural shift.  

 

1.3 Affective vs. Dictionary Definitions 

One of the main questions of the study is whether we think the same thoughts when we 

use different languages.  Dictionary definitions, which rely on etymological or socially 

based definitions of terms, can only take us so far in understanding the meaning behind 

language-based cultural symbols, which words are.   

 

As noted by Mead, effective communication between beings takes place only when the 

parties involved hold a shared meaning of the same symbol, thereby making it a 

significant symbol.  For instance, the English word sun and the French word soleil both 

have the same meaning.  The statement, “Le soleil est brillant,” however, will have no 

meaning to someone who does not speak French, even though s/he may note on their own 

that “The sun is bright.”  Communication does not take place in this situation because the 

interactants are not using the same symbols.   
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Just as language differences – such as the differences between speaking French and 

speaking English – can inhibit effective communication, so too can subcultural 

differences within a single language community, such as when interactants hold different 

meanings for the same symbol.  For instance, a teenage girl exclaims, upon viewing an 

old photograph of her grandfather as a young man, “Wow Grandpa!  You were hot!”  The 

grandfather, looking at the same picture, tells his granddaughter, “Yes, I was very hot that 

day.  We didn’t have air conditioning back then.”  While the symbol being used in this 

interaction is the same – the word hot – the meanings attached to the symbol are 

different, allowing a glimpse into the subcultural differences between two generations of 

people who exist within the same larger culture.   

 

What is needed to truly understand the roles that such symbols play in different cultures 

is a feelings-based definition, one that is more subjectively tailored to the particular 

culture within which one is interacting rather than a one-size-fits-all dictionary definition.  

Enter the semantic differential, which is a language measurement tool devised for just 

such a purpose.  However, while it has already been used to measure language 

differences on a subcultural level, it is used here instead to track changes in cultural 

perception through a lens of language shift.  What this entails is studying a culture in 

which the elements of dual language and dual culture both coincide and coexist.   

 

This chapter will discuss language conception as proposed by anthropological and 

sociological theorists as well as modern measurement techniques and the rationale 
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driving them.  I begin here with work in linguistic anthropology because this is where my 

work truly has its beginning, putting the trees before the forest, so to speak.   

 

1.4 Classical Theorists 

Sapir & Whorf: The Linguistic Relativity Hypothesis 

 

Language is a guide to ‘social reality’….Human beings do not live in the 

objective world alone, nor alone in the world of social activity as ordinarily 

understood, but are very much at the mercy of the particular language which has 

become the medium of expression for their society….No two languages are ever 

sufficiently similar to be considered as representing the same social reality.  The 

worlds in which different societies live are distinct worlds, not merely the same 

world with different labels attached.  

Edward Sapir, 1929, Language (5): 207-214 (209) 

 

Words do not exist in a vacuum; nor does culture.  Each word in a speech register is 

connected by thought and association to numerous other words, and these associations, or 

connections, are given meaning by the culture in which they are spoken and understood.  

A natural extension from this line of thought in contemplating cultural meaning as 

encoded in language is to consider the patterns of those connections, encompassing not 

only linguistic phenomena, but also social, meaning that which is created and can only 

arise through interaction.   
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This line of thought began in linguistic anthropology in the early 20
th
 century with Boas, 

Sapir, and Whorf, a trio of researchers who built off of each other, teacher to student, 

beginning with Boas’ ideas that language classifies experience, which is organized by 

linguistic processes, and different languages classify experience differently (12-13).  This 

subconscious process of identification, classification, and organization – termed thought 

– is portrayed as universal because it reflects the basic psychological organization of the 

human mind.  While language organizes and reflects thought, however, it does not dictate 

thought, which is described by Lucy as “the conceptual ideas and forms of thinking 

characteristic of a culture” (13).  According to Boas, therefore, language reflects culture; 

it does not define what culture is.  

 

Sapir’s writings on the subject build on Boas’, emphasizing the intersection of human 

psychology and human culture, which are mediated by language.  Human experience is 

confined to the psychological unless (or until) a way to express it is found using the 

symbolic system that is language.  Common symbols (here, linguistic elements and 

processes), when shared among human beings, constitute a culture.  If a concept or 

symbol does not exist in the culture to which a language is attached, then the language 

may be incapable of communicating the concept in a comprehensible manner.  

Languages evolve based on cultural experiences, and different languages classify 

experience differently, hence thought, while perhaps universal in its conception, differs as 

languages and cultures differ.  
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Sapir’s focus, as an anthropologist and linguist, centered on linguistic phenomena, 

incorporating syntax and culturally explicit (and implicit) definitions in his discourse on 

language as a symbolic system
2
, though he noted that the “relations between elements of 

experience which serve to give them their form and significance are more powerfully 

‘felt’ or ‘intuited’ than consciously perceived” (Lucy 19).  This would argue for the 

inclusion of basic levels of affect or emotion in the symbolic system, since these concepts 

are ‘felt’ or ‘intuited’ rather than ‘consciously perceived.’    

 

Whorf, working from ideas forged by his own teacher and collaborator, Edward Sapir, 

built his linguistic relativity hypothesis on the very idea that speakers of different 

languages make different observations and evaluations of the same external acts based on 

the structures of their respective languages, giving them different views of the same 

world (Lucy (Whorf) 1992:38).  More concisely, different languages lead to different 

thoughts that are put together differently.   He noted that conceptual differences between 

languages do not depend so much on the grammar of any one language as on what Whorf 

calls “fashions of speaking,” or how we express what is happening through the relations 

of linguistic elements – both within and between languages – to one another (Lucy 

1992:32).  He focused on the importance of a comparison of grammatical elements of 

different languages, though he poses the question, “What do different languages do, not 

with these artificially isolated objects but with the flowing face of nature in its motion, 

color, and changing form…?” which begs for the inclusion of something more…social, 

                                                
2
 An idea elaborated upon from his own instructor, Franz Boas (Luch 17).   
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the study of which is one of the conceptual planes where we can understand his 

“encounter with a variety of languages that treat the apparently ‘same’ reality so 

differently” (Whorf, reprinted in Lucy 1992: 42).   

 

G. H. Mead & C. Wright Mills: Symbols, Communication, Vocabularies, and Language 

While the basics of language must exist in order for communication to occur, interactions 

have social meaning as well linguistic meaning.  Meaning is not only a component of 

interaction; it is also a product.  Meaning is arrived at through the social give-and-take 

that we define as interaction, and it is filtered through symbols, which are the building 

blocks of interaction.  Symbols are anything that stands for (or signifies) something else.   

 

George Herbert Mead – the first sociologist to discuss symbols and meaning created 

through interaction, or what was later termed symbolic interaction – notes that two people 

who share a common symbol must also share a common understanding of that symbol in 

order to engage in an interaction meaningful to both participants (Mead 1938).  This 

common understanding is what transforms symbols into significant symbols, or that 

which conjures the same image in the minds of all participants in an interaction (Mead 

1934: 48).  According to Mead, it is this specifically capacity for us to interact with our 

environment – or to see things from another’s point of view and act on how we interpret 

others’ actions (to take the role of the other) – that makes us human.  It is how we form 

common understandings.   
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Significant symbols are based on two premises: 1) use of the same symbol, and 2) 

holding the same meaning for that symbol.  These two things must coincide for 

meaningful interaction to occur.  Take the following pictorial example: 

 

     Figure 1.1 

 

When asked, English speakers will tell the questioner that this is a picture of the sun.  

There is no need to walk outside and point into the brightness in the sky in order to 

convey the idea of “sun.”  English speakers share the same meaning for the picture and 

the word.  The following words, however, also have the same meaning: sol
3
, soleil

4
, 

sonne
5
, zon

6
, sole

7
, ilios

8
.  Though they have the same translated meaning (SUN), 

however, they are not significant symbols for people who do not speak these languages.  

They are symbols that all refer to the same concept, but they are not significant symbols 

because they do not elicit the same response from non-speakers.  The same problem is 

found when speakers share a common language but lack a common terminology.  For 

example, a Brit might “get pissed because she wouldn’t give him a rubber,” whereas an 

                                                
3
 Spanish 

4
 French 

5
 German 

6
 Dutch 

7
 Italian 

8
 Greek 
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American would “get drunk because she wouldn’t give him an eraser
9
.”  Using a 

common symbol, therefore, is important for effective communication. 

 

Ineffective communication, or a lack of communication, can also occur when interactants 

use the same symbol without holding the same meaning for that symbol.  This type of 

communication problem was described earlier in the discussion between the 

granddaughter and her grandfather concerning the word “HOT.”  The same type of 

example can also be seen in particular symbols that are used in several different cultures 

with different meaning, such as the swastika.   

 

      Figure 1.2    

 

The better-known meaning of the swastika – for younger generations, at least – is its 

connection with Nazi Germany
10

.  It also holds a special place in Hindu and Buddhist 

traditions, however, as a sacred religious symbol.  The symbol itself is outlawed in 

present-day Germany due to its connection with the Third Reich, though it continues to 

appear in many places of worship – both tolerated and accepted – because of its 

                                                
9
 Thanks to Rodney Kingsnorth at CSU Sacramento for this amusing example of our cultural differences.   

10
On Adolf Hitler’s choice of the swastika: “Hitler had a convenient but spurious reason for choosing the 

Hakenkreuz or hooked cross. It had been used by the Aryan nomads of India in the Second Millennium 

B.C. In Nazi theory, the Aryans were the Germans ancestors, and Hitler concluded that the swastika had 

been “eternally anti-Semitic” (www.holocaust-trc.org/wmp14.htm).  The swastika was not appropriated 

because of its Hindu or specifically religious origins, but it was used (partially) because of what it 

connoted.   
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religiously-connected meaning.  The same symbol is being used in both cases, but with 

drastically different meanings, hence C. Wright Mills’ statement: “We interpret the 

‘same’ symbol differently.  Because the coordinated social actions sustaining the 

meaning of a given symbol have broken down, the symbol does not call out the same 

response in members of one group that it does in another, and there is no genuine 

communication” (1939: 679).   

 

Significant symbols, then, are the basis for meaningful interaction, which leads to 

communication.  Communication is itself a social process involving the conversation of 

gestures, which Mead describes by asking the reader to consider a dogfight (Mead 1934: 

63).  When dogs meet, a conversation of gestures occurs: hair raises on their backs, tails 

stand up, perhaps growling or barking, circling each other, waiting for one or the other to 

attack. One dog’s behavior becomes a stimulus for a change of behavior in the other.  

They are not circling each other, thinking, “Hmm…if it jumps at me from this direction, 

it’s probably going for my throat, and I shall turn in such a way so as to thwart it…”  

They react instead based on instinct.  A gesture is an action that implies a reaction; a 

“conversation of gestures” is the cycle.  Communication is taking place, but it is 

unconscious communication (81).  There is no rational thought process taking place; 

neither can tell what the other is thinking.   

 

Mead’s concept of mind – that which makes us human – occurs when we engage in the 

“conversation of significant gestures,” or language (118; 54-5).  A gesture is an action 
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that implies a reaction, which becomes a significant symbol when it arouses the same 

intended response in all participants in an interaction.  Language, then, is communication 

using significant symbols, or common comprehension of the meaning of gestures.  It is 

conscious communication, and according to Mead, it is only through this conversation of 

significant symbols that Mind, or intelligence, is possible, because it is through this social 

process that thought takes place.  Thought and conversation are “a give and take[, an] 

interplay of meanings” (Mills 1939: 673).    

 

C. Wright Mills (1939), building on Mead, observes, “Words carry meanings by virtue of 

dominant interpretation placed upon them by social behaviors.  Interpretations or 

meanings spring from the habitual modes of behavior, which pivot upon symbols.  Such 

social patterns of behavior constitute the meanings of symbols…and language is the 

ubiquitous string in the web of patterned human behavior” (677).  Meaning cannot be 

assigned arbitrarily; it is a part of the social system in which an organism operates and is 

hence a “collective ‘creation’” (678).  We must adhere to the system of symbols – and the 

meanings for those symbols – in order to be understood, acknowledging at the same time 

that either different symbols or different meanings for symbols will actuate a different 

system of meaning.  “A symbol has a different meaning when interpreted by persons 

actualizing different cultures” (678).  Different cultures are often tied to different 

languages, which are constituted by different vocabularies made up of different symbols 

and meanings.  Our interactions with the world around us depend on the meanings we 

hold for the objects and ideas found in our environments.  “Vocabularies socially canalize 
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thought,” and therefore no two vocabularies should be assumed to hold the same 

meanings or interpretations for symbols (678).   

 

1.5 Modern Theorists and Measurement Techniques 

Affect as a Tool for Language Measurement 

The idea of viewing words as symbols actuating different meanings between languages 

forms the basis for the examination of affective differences in language.  Not only do 

linguistic and dictionary-based differences in meanings exist between languages, but so 

too do affective – or feelings-based – differences between the terms and concepts used.  

Affective meanings bridge the psychological and the social, giving us not only the “what” 

but also the “why” of interaction, and a basis for predicting future interaction due to the 

feelings initiated and enacted by participants.   

 

Discussing affective differences in language first requires a theoretically sound and tested 

means of accurately recording such information.  Luckily, Osgood and colleagues 

developed just such a tool for just such a use.  The semantic differential, while being a 

versatile tool widely used in social science research, was harnessed by Osgood, Suci, and 

Tannenbaum in the 1950s to record culturally distinctive affective meanings of language 

(1957).  Adjectives are paired with their opposites in meaning and positioned at either 

end of a numbered continuum.  Subjects are then asked to rate a list of culturally relevant 

words along the continuum somewhere between the two adjectives.  The adjective pairs 
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and target words were translated into 27 languages (including American English)
11

.  

Across the 76 adjective pairs that were both translated and tested, Osgood et al 

consistently recorded the appearance of three common dimensions of affective meaning.  

These three dimensions were consistently and reliably predicted by comparable, 

culturally determined adjectives in each of the languages for which the researchers 

gathered data (Osgood, May, and Miron 1975:47,66).    

 

Osgood et al termed these three dimensions universal dimensions of affective meaning, 

stating that the affective semantic structure of language has three basic, universal 

components: Evaluation (generally, how good or bad something is), Potency (how 

powerful or weak something is), and Activity (how active or inactive something is).  

These three universals of affective meaning, hereafter referred to as E (Evaluation), P 

(Potency), and A (Activity), are the dimensions on which we evaluate everything in our 

environment, and they do exist in all languages and cultures, according to Osgood et al 

(1975).  Note that they are termed universal not because they carry the same meaning 

across languages, but rather because of their recorded existence across languages.  A 

combination of E, P, and A ratings can precisely describe any object, concept, or term 

found in a cultural environment.  “Meaning” is here defined as the relative location of a 

term in semantic space, which is determined by Euclidean distances in the three 

dimensional space (Osgood et al. 1957; Moore, Romney, and Hsia 2002). 

                                                
11

 The same problem was always encountered of non-existent direct meaning translations.  This difficulty, 

however, was adequately overcome through the use of bilingual speakers and many rounds of reciprocal 

translation between languages.   
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I conceive of shared culture in the same terms as Osgood and colleagues.  Given the three 

dimensions of meaning, culture can be mapped into three-dimensional space.  If terms 

with the same dictionary meaning in two different languages do not map onto the same 

coordinates within that space, then we face different cultural meanings.  I examine how 

different languages and cultures map into the same space when the speakers are members 

of both cultures – and cases in which speakers are fluent in the different language 

connected to each culture – being measured.  This process allows me to tap into the 

question of whether our thought processes are constant across languages and cultures, or 

whether they shift with different social influences.    

 

Affect in Social Psychology: Affect Control Theory  

Osgood et al’s development of the three universals of meaning, as well as their interest in 

languages and multiculturalism, is shared by David Heise and his collaborators, who 

developed Affect Control Theory (ACT), and by many of the researchers now working 

under the rubric of this social psychological theory concerned with the explanation of 

human behavior through language meaning.  I discuss ACT here because the 

methodologies I use for data collection build off of ideas developed by researchers in this 

tradition.   

 

Affect Control Theory is a cognitively based social interaction theory dealing with the 

measurement of affect associated with different language-based cultural elements (Heise 
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1979; Heise and Smith-Lovin 1981; Smith-Lovin 1987).  Cultural standards (called 

fundamental sentiments) are determined for a population sharing the same culture—such 

as Americans—through averaging affective interpretations of cultural elements on the 

three universal affective dimensions (E, P, A).   

 

Systems of cultural meanings—or dictionaries—have been collected in the United States, 

Canada, Northern Ireland, Germany, Japan, and China (see Heise’s ACT website for 

dictionaries and published works: http://www.indiana.edu/~socpsy/ACT/).  These 

different affective dictionaries allow an examination of different cultures using the 

languages native to those countries.  Native speakers of the dominant language, who are 

considered cultural experts through having interacted with the culture by means of life 

experiences and language use, rate different cultural items on the meaning-scales that 

correspond to E, P, and A.  This research has been conducted using standardized versions 

of the language considered to be dominant in each of the listed countries.    

 

The “Synchronic Approach” to the Study of Language Change 

Some linguistic researchers (notably, Labov) have developed a synchronic approach to 

the study of language change in progress.  In his 1960s work on language change in New 

York City Labov demonstrates that it is possible to study changes as they occur rather 

than simply observing the linguistically visible after-effects of those changes (Chambers 

1995).  Called the apparent time effect, Labov “hypothesized that when social and 

stylistic factors were held constant, linguistic differences among different generations of 
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a population (apparent-time differences) would mirror actual diachronic developments in 

the language (real-time linguistic changes)” (Labov 1963, 1966, taken from Bailey 2003 

(online reference)).  What Labov developed was a means of tracking linguistic change as 

it takes place, basing his work on the type of generational – or cohort-based – sampling I 

use here.  This sampling method was brought into the sociocultural realm of 

anthropology in Aomar Boum’s 2006 dissertation study on how cohorts of southern rural 

(Muslim) Moroccans use knowledge transmission from different sources and time 

periods (collective memory) to form attitudes about Jews (Boum 2006).  Like Boum, 

rather than holding constant social factors in favor of linguistics ones, I use the concept of 

the apparent time effect to examine how language contributes to social knowledge, 

extending anthropology-based sociolinguistics into the sociologically-based study of 

affect.  My focus is on the examination of affect in language and culture rather than on 

strictly qualitative data or on linguistic variations within the culture of interest.   

       

1.6 Qualitative Field Techniques 

The realm of language study that I engage in for this work has been developed and most 

often used in the field of anthropology.  Though I use audio- and video-taping as a means 

for recording language (both linguistic and non-verbal communication), I have chosen 

not to analyze the data for linguistic or sociolinguistic conversational elements here.  

Such analyses would detract from the sociological focus I wish to adhere to for this 

dissertation.  Therefore, while these analyses are planned for the future, the video and 

interview data are presently used as a support device for the quantitative data collected 
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during the study and intended as a means of cultural preservation for Louisiana culture.  

A discussion of the techniques involved in this type of data collection, however, is 

appropriate
12

. 

 

Mills, in a paper entitled “Situated Actions and Vocabularies of Motive,” notes that 

“Institutionally different situations have different vocabularies of motive appropriate to 

their respective behaviors” (1940: 906, emphasis Mills’).  This statement turned out to be 

incredibly important for the data collection in this study.  In order to ask people about 

culturally relevant items, their thoughts have first to be turned in the relevant direction(s).  

The idea of motivating vocabularies, therefore, provided the impetus for the video data 

collection, allowing study participants to first engage in discourse on relevant cultural 

items prior to completing the survey-based quantitative part of the data collection
13

.   

 

“Ethnography is an ambiguous term, representing both a process and a product.  

As a product, an ethnography is usually a book.  The book almost always focuses 

on some social group, though it may be guided by any number of theories and 

methods.  Although the book usually has some central point, the discussion of the 

social group often covers a lot of territory.  There will be a dash of history, 

something about the various environments – physical, biological, social – and 

                                                
12

 These techniques are the result of participation in Norma Mendoza-Denton’s graduate course on 

Linguistic Field Techniques (Anth 620) in Spring 2004.   
13

 Incidentally, this method was also suggested by Sylvie Dubois (LSU) as a preface to asking the elderly to 

discuss the items of interest.  In a personal conversation in 2004, Dr. Dubois noted that this type of study 

subject must be made to feel comfortable through conversation before they will feel comfortable filling out 

a survey like mine.   
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some detail on the things the group does and the beliefs they hold.” (Agar 1996: 

53) 

 

Ethnographies have long lived in the realm of anthropology – sociologists who venture 

into the realm of ethnography without a strict theoretical framework or agenda are not 

thought of as sociologists, and anthropologists who begin to rely on social survey 

methodology for data collection look like sociologists, which is a main reason that 

sociology and anthropology do not often co-exist in the same work (Agar 63).  This study 

treads the narrow line between the two, acting as an ethnography in allowing the data to 

dictate the details important for examination (see Ch 4) while also formulating formal 

hypotheses about how affect in language operates in multicultural situations (see Chs 5 & 

7).  Some ideas “grow from an understanding of the group rather than being hammered 

on top of it no matter how poor the fit”; some ideas, such as the variables and 

operationalizations are preconceived and build upon other studies (119-20).  The 

multicultural situation I have chosen also treads the line between cross-cultural and intra-

cultural studies, examining particular domains of interaction across and between these 

lines of cultural meaning.   

 

As a native ethnographer – one who is a member of the culture being studied – I am able 

to avoid some of the problems common to ethnographies in terms of gaining entrance and 

making sense of local customs.  No one asked Who was I to conduct such a study?  My 

authority and expertise were made clear as soon as I spoke.  However, given my status as 
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a native, I am not what Michael Agar describes as a professional stranger – a researcher 

who emotionally detaches from her subjects (1996).  There is no distinction of “they” or 

“them” in this work; I am a member of this culture, though I come to the research through 

the lens and experience of a social scientist.  This background will inevitably color some 

of my thoughts throughout my writings, but I do not think it clouds my scientific 

judgment.     

 

My status as a native ethnographer has also led to different writing and speaking styles in 

describing the work presented in this dissertation, corresponding to the basic differences 

between the voice of a native cultural preservationist and that of a research analyst.  

Therefore, when I speak of my interactions with study participants, I speak as a 

researcher interested in the preservation of a culture to which I belong; conversely, when 

I describe the theoretical underpinnings and quantitative data, I speak as a researcher 

conducting objective data analysis.   

 

The visual and audio data for this study were not collected with the specific purpose of 

building a future documentary on the subject, though sufficient interview data, along with 

ambient footage (incorporating the landscape and setting) have been collected for just 

such a future purpose
14

.  The basic set-up for these data, including equipment selection 

and shot set-ups, are based on Rabiger’s Directing the Documentary.  While Rabiger 

places a great deal of importance on lighting techniques, however, professional lighting 

                                                
14

 Thanks to Norma Mendoza-Denton for suggesting the ambient footage.  
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(though budgeted for in the expense report for the project funding through NSF) was not 

an option for the type of subject being studied.  Most videos were set up using a key light 

plus either a fill or back light, but not usually both.  The sun and lamps were most often 

used because these sources were available on-site at all shooting locations.  A single 

video camera with an external microphone was used for all shots, with only one camera 

angle for most of the interviews.  Camera angles were minimized in order to ensure 

continuity during the interview process
15

.  Digital still-shots were also taken at all sites, 

some including the subjects, some as ambient shots, and some as “family” shots.  These 

pictures appear in different chapters of the dissertation. 

 

 

Language Difference: Other Research Areas of Relevance 

This work is based, as the chapter title indicates, on the nature, conception, and 

measurement of language as a theoretical tool and concept.  As the basis for the study, 

language is therefore examined here in these terms.  The existence and importance of 

language for culture and bilingualism, language shift and death, and ethnicity and 

assimilation are examined in later chapters as they become relevant for the analyses being 

performed. 

                                                
15

 Interviews lasted only 1-hour on average and subjects stopped actively noticing the camera (or at least 

became more comfortable with its presence) approximately 8 minutes into most interviews.   
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CHAPTER 2 – THE SETTING 

 

2.1 The People 

The Louisiana Cajuns are an ideal population for such a study of language.  A majority of 

Louisiana’s French settlers entered the territory in the late-1700s after their expulsion 

from Nova Scotia, called le Grand Dérangement (Dormon 1983).  An inflated sense of 

the importance of their own culture and familial relations led them to shun contact with 

the rapidly Americanizing landscape of Louisiana throughout the 1800s and early 1900s.  

Due to this miracle of social preservation, the archaic French language of the area, now 

called Cajun French, and much of the culture of the early Acadian settlers has remained 

intact in South Louisiana.  The Cajuns only began to interact with mainstream American 

culture around the time of WWI, which means that those born in this time period still 

grew up speaking the native French language of the area
16

.  Most of the fluent French 

speakers remaining in Louisiana belong to the generation of people aged 70 and older, 

but they have had the privilege of growing up in two different cultures – the home 

culture, in which French was the language spoken, and the outside American culture, to 

interact with which they, and their subsequent families, were forced by outside social 

institutions to learn English.  Hence, in Louisiana there exists a population – albeit a 

rapidly aging one – of people who, in certain circles, are as culturally and linguistically 

familiar with French as with English, making this an opportune, though rapidly 

deteriorating, environment in which to study bilingualism and biculturalism together.   

                                                
16

 The region of Louisiana known for its Cajun French language is located in the South-Central part of the 

state, which did not sustain much devastation caused in other areas by Katrina and Rita.      
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The History 

The study of the meaning of language inhabits many different academic disciplines.   It is 

of interest to anthropologists because it is possible to trace the evolution of existing and 

extinct societies through their oral and written histories.  Linguists are attracted to the 

social and cultural meanings given to grammatical components of language that indicate 

a people’s historical and/or geographical development.  Sociologists, however, have a 

distinctly different interest in language that is somewhat a result of a combination of 

elements from the two former fields.  The most important aspect of language to a 

sociologist is that it is a system of shared meaning that evokes similar responses between 

members of a society who share a common language.  These shared meanings can be 

both traced historically through different populations, as it often is in conjunction with 

anthropological research, and dissected into individual symbols that have special 

meanings for a particular group, as is the case in much linguistic research.   

 

I delve into the issue of changes in the meaning of language through an examination of 

how human populations incorporate and verbally and emotionally express changes in 

culture.  Language is inextricably tied to culture because it is a widespread medium for 

the transmission of culture.  If language changes over time, often with the advent of 

cultural innovation, then perhaps changes in culture can be measured through changes in 

language.  
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The changes in language I examine, however, are of a different nature from those that 

have been academically treated thus far in the linguistic and sociolinguistic literatures.  

This work departs somewhat even from the things that most sociologists who study 

language (most of whom are situated in the field of social psychology) address.  The 

emphasis is neither on how words or phonetics change over time, nor on the shift in 

accepted definitions of words.  Instead, I examine how the affective, or emotional, 

meanings associated with words change.  Words are cultural symbols, and each symbol 

has a particular affective, or emotional, meaning for us as members of a culture.  These 

are meanings that we share with other members of our culture.  The feelings that are 

evoked when a word with the same definition is uttered in two different languages will 

differ according to the societal and affective location of the object of that symbol.              

 

I compare a transplanted and modified culture that has retained in large measure its 

mother-tongue with the mother-tongue itself—modified only by time, not by geographic 

and social separation—as it exists in the country of origin.  Ethnic identity—or self-

identification with a transplanted culture—is tied to cultural tradition, which is tied to its 

method of transmission—language.  Though the different pieces of this study will each 

answer somewhat different questions, the overarching reason for the study is to discern 

the importance of maintenance or retention of the language of origin in preserving 

aspects of ethnic identity for a transplanted culture.  Can a culture truly continue to exist 

if its language disappears, or is culture necessarily passed on through language?  The 

question, in other words, is just how inextricably tied are language and culture? 
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The population chosen for this research is that of the Louisiana Cajuns.  The Cajuns, 

which is a name morphed over the years from its original Acadians, are the descendants 

of French immigrants who settled in Louisiana.  A part of their history—knowledge of 

the history of this people is very important for understanding the significance of 

persisting cultural traditions—and an explanation of the idyllic nature of this population 

for such a study, follows below.  The language of interest is obviously French, and the 

following sections deal with the historical development both of the Cajuns and their ties 

to the French language.    

 

The Cajuns 

Longfellow’s poem Evangeline tells the story of a maiden (Evangeline), who, on her 

wedding day, was separated from her lover Gabriel in the British-led deportation of 

French immigrants living in Nova Scotia in the mid-1700’s.  Gabriel was captured and 

placed on a ship that bore him to the swamps of what is now coastal Louisiana.  

Longfellow chronicles Evangeline’s journey to Louisiana to be reunited with her love, 

which finally occurs several decades later as Gabriel is on his deathbed.  A live-oak tree 

is planted in St. Martinville, Louisiana to commemorate the lovers’ journeys and undying 

love for each other and for the land in which they were brought back together.   

 

Alas, the most famous history of this people ever put to paper is nothing more than a 

beautiful fiction.  The story of Evangeline and Gabriel was brought to life by Longfellow 
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more than 90 years after the deportation of French immigrants from Nova Scotia 

occurred, but the tale was one experienced by many who lived thru the deportation itself.   

 

French immigrants began arriving on the Canadian Atlantic Coast, which at the time was 

a French holding, in the early 17
th

 century as part of a private expedition to develop a 

colony in the area (Daigle, ed. 1982).  Disease and isolation, however, nearly wiped out 

the colony, which did not experience any kind of population growth until the mid-1600’s 

with the arrival of more settlers.  Jostled for several years between being a private 

enterprise and a royal interest, by the late 1600’s the Acadian colony was almost entirely 

peopled with immigrants whose departure from France was spurred by religious tensions 

and persecution; the areas that most of the settlers came from constituted the main 

Protestant base in a country with a heavily Roman-Catholic history.  Their principle 

zones of origin, as noted by Ancelet, Edwards, and Pitre (1991) were centered in and 

around Poitou, an area just West of Central France (Centre-Ouest), in which some of the 

heaviest fighting between Protestants and Catholics had taken place.  As Ancelet et al 

note, “the hardships they would face in the wilderness were more palatable than the 

misery they were leaving behind” (5).     

 

The area in which they made their new home on the North American continent—on the 

modern-day Canadian coast near the Bay of Fundy—was dubbed Acadie or Acadia, and 

the people Acadians.  Acadia came under British rule in 1710, at which point it was 

renamed Nova Scotia (Brasseaux 1991).  Though the government of the area was in 
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turmoil, the French Roman-Catholics living there still staunchly considered themselves to 

be both French and Roman-Catholic, thereby remaining loyal to the King of France and 

the Pope of the Roman-Catholic Church.  The new British government of the former 

French colony was not disposed to make allowances for the allegiance of the colonists it 

had inherited.  The Acadians were asked to give an oath of allegiance to the King of 

England as the sovereign leader of their new country and religion, the Church of England.  

The Acadians refused to take the oath as written, and proffering a modified oath in which 

they refused to take up arms against France and did not renounce their Catholic faith, so 

important were these two elements to them.  The oath they took was written in French, 

which they could read.  The oath that was sent to the King of England, however, was the 

original oath written in English, in which the colonists swore fealty to the British 

sovereign in every way, shape, and form
17

.   

 

The people of Acadie, acting on the oath they swore—the one written in French—

continued to live in much the same way as they had before they became British subjects 

in name.  Not being aware of a modified oath, this was unacceptable to the British 

monarchy, which ordered that the Acadians be removed from Nova Scotia.  In 1755, 

therefore, British troops, under the orders of Major Charles Lawrence, docked in the Bay 

of Fundy with the supposed purpose of holding a meeting with the men of the settlement 

at Grand Pre (the main Acadian settlement in Nova Scotia).  All men and boys over the 
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 This information is taken from Dudley LeBlanc’s (somewhat biased) 1966 recounting of the history of 

the Acadian people in The Acadian Miracle.   
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age of 14 were invited to the town church, where they were then taken prisoner by British 

troops and loaded onto boats for deportation (LeBlanc 1966; Brasseaux 1991).   

 

Called le Grand Derangement (1755-1760), between six and eight thousand French 

Roman-Catholics, a majority of the small population living in the general community, 

were relocated from their homes in what is now British Colombia to the then French 

colony of Louisiana (Dormon 1983).  The idea was to separate community members in 

such a way that congregation and subsequent rebellion against British rule would be next 

to impossible.  The Acadians were therefore dispersed in relatively small numbers among 

the British colonies of the soon to be United States of America, the hope being that they 

would be absorbed and assimilated into the British culture
18

 (Brasseaux 1987).  The 

English government then confiscated all possessions remaining in Nova Scotia—which 

meant that most people lost nearly everything they owned as they were deported directly 

after being detained as political prisoners—and all Acadian homes and boats were 

destroyed and the lands given to English settlers to prevent anyone from retaining ties to 

the area (Brasseaux 1991).  Many families were separated, some never to be reunited 

(LeBlanc 1966).   

 

As in the poem Evangeline, many of the Acadians who were resettled in the British 

colonies along the Atlantic coast eventually made their way down to Louisiana upon 

hearing that some of their brethren had received a warm welcome there from the French 
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 The Acadians were dispersed in relatively small group along the Atlantic East Coast because of a distrust 

and suspicion of all things French during the ongoing French and Indian war…sound familiar? 
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government overseeing the area.  The marshes and swamps of Louisiana, while a 

detriment to other immigrants looking for a place to settle, provided a measure of 

unexpected familiarity to the Acadians, who had lived in marshlands both in seaside 

Nova Scotia.  This ability to prosper off of and be content with land that others found 

inhospitable may, in the end, have been their culture’s saving grace.     

 

Originally a French holding claimed by De la Salle in 1682 for Louis XIV, the Sun King 

of France
19

, Louisiana changed hands in 1763, just after the French immigrants from the 

north began arriving (Wilds, Dufour, Cowan 1996).  The Treaty of Paris gave all land in 

the territory East of the Mississippi River to England, while deeding all of the land West 

of the Mississippi to Spain.  Most of the French-Catholics who immigrated to Louisiana 

settled in the lands to the West of the Mississippi, in the general area of the modern-day 

towns and cities of St. Martinville, Breaux Bridge, and Lafayette, which was considered 

Spanish territory after 1763.   

 

The Spanish governors of Louisiana managed to increase the population by drawing 

settlers from many different areas.  Not only did they encourage Spanish immigrants to 

settle, but they also welcomed the different waves of deported French settlers from Nova 

Scotia, which continued to arrive until 1785-6.  Settlers were given land grants to begin 

their new lives in Louisiana, which, because they were so numerous, many Acadians 

were able to use to their advantage.  They were allowed a choice of where to settle, so 
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 Louisiana still retains vestiges of its rule under French royalty—the official sign for the state is a fleur-

de-lis, the symbol of the French monarchy.   
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they decided to remain together and settled mainly in the Atakapas Post of southwestern 

Louisiana near the Bayou Teche (modern-day St. Landry and St. Martin parishes).  They 

made their new homes on some of the prime farming and cattle grazing land in the area, 

though this stroke of good fortune was rather short-lived.     

 

The Louisiana Territory officially became a part of the United States of America when 

Thomas Jefferson purchased it from France in 1803
20

.  As more people of various 

nationalities and backgrounds began pouring into Louisiana, the Acadian population, 

which was by far the largest in the Lower Louisiana area outside of New Orleans 

(Brasseaux 1991), came to be considered as second-class citizens.  A large number of the 

Acadians were still monolingual French-speakers.  They retained strong ties to the 

Roman-Catholic church and all of the ceremonies therein.  They also tended to marry 

within their own social group.  Though inter-cultural marriages did occur, the non-

Acadian spouse was usually drawn into the Acadian culture and eventually severed ties 

with his/her own social group (Dormon 1983; Wilds et al 1996).  It was during this time 

period (early 1800’s) that the name Cajun also came into widespread use, though it did 

not enjoy the positive connotations associated with the word today.  All of these things 

served to create a social boundary, one that did not reflect favorably on the Acadians, 

between the Acadians and “everyone else
21

.”   

 

                                                
20

 Louisiana had reverted back to French control under the Treaty of Ildelfonso in 1800 (Wilds et al 1996).   
21

 Each of these areas marking social distinction is very important for the present study and will be 

discussed in greater detail later in the paper.             
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As Louisiana became increasingly Americanized, the Cajuns
22

, who refused to relinquish 

their hard won right to live according to their own cultural beliefs, were shunted aside in 

the social order of the new American territory.  A system of land heredity was introduced 

early on in American rule that forced most Acadian families off of their original land 

grants.  The principle of forced heirship determined that the original land grant must be 

divided among the children of the original grantees (Dormon 1983:27).  Eventually, the 

plots became too small to support the large families that were common in Acadian 

households.  The Acadians were often forced to sell out to new immigrants in what has 

come to be called the Second Expulsion (the first expulsion being the Acadian 

deportation from Nova Scotia; Dormon 1983:27).  The Second Expulsion moved much of 

the Acadian population from their farming and grasslands in South Louisiana into the real 

swamplands that they are known for today.  It has been noted that this expulsion from 

“modern” society is what saved the culture from Americanization in the early 1800’s.  In 

fact, a penchant for social and geographical isolation kept this 200-year-old culture 

virtually intact until they had no choice but to begin mingling with the other residents of 

the state of Louisiana in the early 20
th
 century.  This encroachment of modernization on 

the Cajun culture, however, is what led to its downfall.      

 

The following areas of discussion are those that will primarily be used in the present 

study.  These areas, as you will notice, are not traditional cultural elements, such as food, 

                                                
22

 Some of the Acadians chose to become a part of the new society rather than cling to their old traditions.  

These people were called Genteel Acadians.  I will discuss the difference between the Cajuns and Genteel 

Acadians, as well as the difference between Cajun and Creole, in further detail later in the chapter.   
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music, festivals, etc.  The reason for this is noted very well by Dormon (1983), who states 

that these types of elements “are not reliable factors in determining ethnic qualities and in 

serving as sources of ethnohistory precisely because they are ever-changing and protean 

in their accommodation to diffusion and to the ecological requirements of different 

geographic circumstances” (37).  I therefore focus on elements of cultural transmission 

that have persisted and remained relatively intact through the last several hundred years 

of separation from the mother-culture.   

 

2.2 The Cajun Revival: “Cajun” is not a dirty word 

Most people who talk about Cajun culture and who are not from Louisiana usually have 

no idea that there is, actually, a difference between Cajuns and Creoles.  This difference, 

and a few others, need to be put to rest before I continue.    

 

Cajun vs. Creole 

First of all, both Cajun and Creole can be used to refer to people who are descendants of 

Louisiana settlers.  Cajun typically refers only to the descendants of the Acadian settlers 

who came to Louisiana from Nova Scotia, either directly or indirectly
23

.  Again, these 

settlers typically stayed together and isolated themselves from other groups, both 

geographically and culturally.  There are several working definitions for Creole, however.  

It is an important term to think about when discussing Louisiana history and culture 

                                                
23

 Some deportees were sent directly to Louisiana, others were scattered along the Eastern Atlantic Coast, 

some were first routed thru the Caribbean islands, and still others were sent back to France before finally 

journeying to Louisiana to join the other Nova Scotian French refugees.   
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because it usually incorporates more people and backgrounds than the term Cajun does.  

It also connotes a different geographical area of the state (though still on the southern end 

of Louisiana), which only minimally overlaps with the fairly well defined Cajun locus.           

 

Most definitions for Creole state that the name refers to some variant of the early French 

and Spanish Louisiana settlers.  I say “some variant” because while some definitions 

lump descendants of both French and Spanish settlers together, others separate them 

(Wilds et al. 1996; Ancelet et al 1991; Dormon 1983).  Some also include the sizable 

African population brought to Louisiana during the same time period, and some do not 

(Ancelet et al 1991; Wilds et al 1996; Touchstone 1983).  Basically, there are as many 

definitions of Louisiana Creole as there are authors who have written about the Louisiana 

Creoles.  I have yet to find two different authors who have agreed on the same exact 

definition.  The definition of Creole makes little difference for the present study except as 

it relates to the definition of Cajun, and since we must define one in order to define the 

other, I will use the following classification system.  As per Wilds et al (1996:27), 

Creoles will be thought of as “Louisiana-born French and Spanish colonists,” adding to 

this Dormon’s (1983:20) notion of Creoles being not only the above classification, but 

“the families proceeding from the union of such individuals” as well.  Using 

Touchstone’s (1983:88) classification, Creoles of Color refer to descendants of 

Louisiana’s African population.   
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The difference between Cajun and Creole is important, especially when considering 

language.  I will discuss the differences between Cajun French and Creole French later in 

the paper, though it will be sufficient to note here that, according to my definition as well 

as most others, Cajun French and Creole French have different cultural heritages, which 

are described by the definitions given above.   

 

Cajun vs…Cajun?  

Hearkening back to the sample of Louisiana history I related earlier, not all Acadians lost 

their lands in the Second Expulsion.  This is where we encounter the first real 

fragmentation that occurred within the Acadian culture itself.  The tension stemmed from 

modernization: should we cling to the past or embrace the future?  Those Acadians who 

decided that tradition outranked progress are the ones who, for the most part, were ousted 

from their land grant properties.  A discussion of why they were left behind (and why a 

cultural revival was necessary to retrieve the word Cajun from the realm of the socially 

inferior) is now in order.   

 

Dormon (1983) discusses this division in depth, noting that the Louisiana Acadian 

population split into two basic groups based on class: the Genteel Acadians, who were 

the Acadians who became Americanized and made efforts to climb the social ladder, and 

the Cajuns, who kept their old traditions and lived very simple, immaterialistic lives (30).  

The Genteel Acadians kept their land grants and modernized their lifestyles to the point 
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of shunning the French language in preference of the English language now required for 

all economic and social transactions in the new American territory.   

 

The Cajuns, which, it has been suggested, is an Americanized pronunciation of 

“’Cadiens,” rejected both English and English speakers, preferring to keep to their family 

farms and shunning the rest of society in favor of simple family lives (Dormon 33-7).  

This preference for rural living and isolation is likely what saved the culture from 

extinction, but it is also what made a cultural “revival” necessary in the first place.   

 

The Cajuns have been described by many different historical figures, but the descriptions 

all sound very much alike.  They were Roman-Catholic, lacking any sense of the 

Protestant work ethic, poor, ignorant, uneducated and illiterate, indolent, and outright 

lazy (Dormon 1984; Wilds et al. 1996:28).  Add to this negative description the positive 

qualities of being honest, handsome, “hospitable to a fault,” and fun loving (Wilds et al; 

Dormon 1983:35), and you end up with a very simple people who liked to have a good 

time.  Unfortunately, living this way among people who are interested in moving up in 

society tends to give you a bad name, which is exactly what happened to the Cajuns.   

 

Over the years, “Cajun” came to be synonymous with being poor, lazy, and fun loving—

a dangerous combination in Protestant America.  To call someone a Cajun was an insult, 

and it was not a name proudly worn by those of Acadian descent in Louisiana.  The 

Genteel Acadians were especially careful to make the distinction between themselves and 
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their “Cajun” cousins, letting it be known that they were not the same kind of people 

(Dormon 1983:32).  This attitude is what devastated the culture.          

 

How can a culture continue to exist if no one wants to claim it as part of their heritage?  

A shift away from the negative qualities ascribed to the Cajuns and towards the positive 

was necessary to revive the dying culture.  This transition occurred in the late 1970’s, led 

by the Council for the Development of French in Louisiana (CODOFIL).  CODOFIL, 

focusing on the largely French ancestry of the area, has managed to revive a culture on 

the verge of extinction.  Formed of local (mainly academically-based) French enthusiasts, 

CODOFIL has instituted the offering of French as a foreign language in Louisiana grade 

schools at all levels (though this is in the process of being halted in elementary schools 

due largely to budgetary restraints) and made commonplace several heritage festivals that 

now take place in South Louisiana.  While the many heritage festivals have done much to 

instill a sense of ethnic pride in the French heritage of the area, the French-in-schools 

program has been less successful
24

, producing few people who continue speaking French 

after school.  Instead of being a dirty word, being called a Cajun is now a source of great 

pride for many Louisianans.  How we come to define ourselves as such, though, has 

changed over time.  Though it was once a major defining characteristic for the 

population, knowledge and use of the French language has become less important.  This 

is the topic of the next section.       

                                                
24

 Personal conversation with Jacques Henry, Assistant Professor of Sociology at University of Louisiana, 

Lafayette, and past CODOFIL director of communications and executive director. 
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The Cajun Revival: To Speak French, or Not to Speak French…That Is No Longer the 

Question  

Louisiana officially became a part of the United States in 1803, and English, as has 

occurred in many originally bilingual areas of the country, quickly became the language 

of the dominant, upper class.  The French language of the Cajuns, who had chosen to 

remain more geographically and socially isolated than their more Americanized 

counterparts, the Genteel Acadians, became a symbol of low social status (Ancelet, 

Edwards, and Pitre 1998; Dormon 1984).   

 

This did not seem to become a problem until the early to middle part of the 20
th
 century.  

Modernization did not begin to severely encroach upon the lifestyles of this group until 

around the 1930’s/1940’s.  Compulsory military service (really beginning with World 

War II), the introduction of modern means of transportation, the completion of key roads 

linking areas that previously had been reachable only by boat, and the discovery of large 

oil deposits in Louisiana all served to undercut the isolationist attitude of the Cajun 

population (Conrad 1978).  Social connections were forced upon them rather than 

willingly sought out.  The generation of Cajuns who came of age in this time frame 

therefore encouraged their children to learn and use English over French because it was 

associated with a higher degree of social status and wealth, which began to take on 

importance as contact increased between social groups (Bankston and Henry 1998).  This 

idea was quickly adopted by the younger generations, who were anxious to become a part 
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of the modernization of the state of Louisiana (Dormon 1983).  Local schools
25

 operated 

only in English, and French rapidly became a language either spoken only at home or not 

at all.  As noted by Dubois and Melancon, “Inexorably, English replaced French, even at 

home, because it became less and less of an advantage to use and preserve French” 

(1997: 67).  Therefore, a relatively small number of fluent and/or native speakers of the 

archaic French language of the area, known as Cajun French
26

, still exist.  Most of the 

fluent French speakers left in the area belong to the generation of people aged 70 and 

older; their grandchildren and great-grandchildren have received the transmission of their 

cultural heritage through family and other local ties, though it has been interpreted 

through an Americanized, English-speaking lens.     

 

Louisiana Cajuns currently are experiencing a resurgence of ethnic identity.  The Cajuns 

defined mainly by their French language, semi-rural culture, family traditions, food, and 

Catholic religious practices, had all but disappeared as a recognizable ethnic group by the 

mid-1900’s.  The revival effort prompted in the late 1970’s by CODOFIL was seemingly 

more of a recreation of a Cajun identity than a revival; French was once again being 

taught in schools, but it was the traditional, Parisian form of the language rather than the 

regional dialect.  The idea has been proposed that the revival of the Cajun ethnic identity 

really is nothing more than a recreation, and that it is simply a symbolic ethnicity (Gans 

1979), meaning that espousing membership in the group indicates nothing more than the 

                                                
25

 Formal education became mandatory in 1916 (Conrad 1978).   
26

 Creole French, to be discussed briefly later in the paper, is exactly what it sounds like—a creolized 

French language.  Cajun French, while absorbing some words and meanings from other contact cultures, 

still exists in much the same form that it did when it arrived.  Creole French is an amalgamation of several 

different languages and cultures existing in Louisiana.   
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consumption of ethnic goods.  Henry and Bankston (1999) dispel this idea with their 

finding that the Cajun ethnicity has persisted socio-structurally as well as symbolically, 

and that it is also irrevocably tied to the existence and persistence of the French language 

and heritage of the area.     

 

Language often is a defining characteristic of an ethnic group, particularly in cases 

“where languages rather than varieties of a language are involved, linguistic 

characteristics may be the most important defining criteria for ethnic-group membership” 

(Trudgill 1983:52).  While speaking French is not a requirement for considering oneself 

Cajun, people who speak the variety of French specific to this geographic region are 

considered to be Cajun.  This supports the idea that identity is—at least somewhat—

maintained through language, rather than language simply being a byproduct of a 

culture’s existence.  If a language has endured, then some of the meanings attached to the 

culture from which the language derives its original form and meaning must have 

persisted as well, especially in an area with such well preserved basic traditions as South 

Louisiana.   

 

2.3 Correlates and Confounding Factors 

Religion and the Family 

This is one area of Cajun history that has never experienced a “revival.”  It has remained 

a strong cultural characteristic since their ancestors immigrated to North America to 

escape religious persecution in the middle of the 17
th

 century.  Religion was also one of 
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the major factors in their subsequent forced migration from Nova Scotia in the middle of 

the 18
th

 century.  Finding a place where they could practice their religion freely has 

always been a strong motivating factor in Acadian exile, which means that being Catholic 

is not something to be taken lightly in southwestern Louisiana.       

 

Religion is not simply another facet of life in Southern Louisiana; it is how people live 

(Allain 1978; Ancelet et al 1991).  Religion pervades every aspect of life and governs 

each of the most important moments in the human journey through it.  Catholic beliefs, a 

remnant of their European ancestry, persist among the Acadian descendants living in the 

area today.  The Cajun stronghold in Louisiana exists in fact as one of the only pockets of 

Catholicism in the Bible Belt running through the southern United States.  Traveling 

outside of the area called Acadiana—the triangular area centered around Lafayette parish 

in Southwestern Louisiana originally settled by the Acadian immigrants—effects a 

sudden change in scenery: the Catholic bell towers become Protestant buildings; the 

Sacred Hearts and Our Lady of’s become First Baptist’s, etc.  Being Catholic is an 

integral part of life in what has been lovingly deemed Cajun Country (Ancelet et al), and 

the fact that this particular characteristic has lasted so long makes it worth examining 

more closely.   

 

Religion is inextricably tied to family in this culture.  The celebration of a birth, death, or 

holy day of obligation usually involves a congregation of family members.  Nothing is 

solitary; everything involves family.  The definition of family, however, leans more 
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toward that of an “extended family” in other cultures.  The term encompasses not only 

the immediate family, but also aunts, uncles, cousins, and all distant relations, as well as 

close friends of the family.  Ties between families that are close to each other through 

friendship are often also manifested through religious ties, as I shall demonstrate in a 

moment.     

 

It is necessary to discuss religious life-events in terms of their legal importance.  This is 

due to the fact that, although very religious, the Acadians were often deprived of the 

presence of a priest.  They still kept all of their Catholic practices and observed all of the 

holy days of obligation, but there was often no priest to officiate the events.  Certain men 

in a village or town might preside over baptisms, weddings, and funerals when no priest 

was available because these life events were important for public record.  When a priest 

became available is when the dates of such events could be officially recorded and 

blessed
27

.   

 

Important Religious and Familial Themes 

Life begins at birth because this is when the first sacrament is celebrated in the Catholic 

faith.  Baptism is the cleansing of the infant’s soul so that s/he may enter the Kingdom of 

God.  It signifies that the child is now alive in God’s eyes.  Before the advent of modern 

                                                
27

 This is why I consider it unnecessary to discuss many of the Catholic sacraments, such as the mass and 

the Eucharist, the First Communion, Confession, and Confirmation.   
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medicine, Baptism was sometimes the only ritual performed before death, as many 

children did not live to receive the other sacraments.   

 

The issue of godparenting, which is made official at a child’s baptism, is also an issue of 

great importance.  Godparents, typically denoted by the child for the rest of her/his life by 

the names of marraine or nannie for the godmother and parrain for the godfather, have the 

important spiritual duty of overseeing the religious education of a child.  They are also 

the people, chosen by the child’s parents, who are to raise the child should something 

befall the parents.  These duties, however, have become secondary to the notion that a 

marraine and parrain (godmother and godfather) have a special relationship with the child 

throughout her/his lifetime.  Godparents need not be relatives of the child; they may 

simply be family friend, which serves as a strengthening bond either within a family or 

between families (Ancelet et al 1991).       

 

Marriage is an important event because it precipitates the formation of a family in the 

Catholic tradition.  Marriage takes place not only legally, but also in God’s eyes, and 

divorce is very uncommon because of this high level of religiosity.  Men and women 

each have their roles in the family, though the woman’s role is regarded as more 

important in Cajun society than it is traditionally held to be in other cultures.  Women are 

the keepers of cultural tradition.  It is the mother who passes on the family traditions, the 

family history, the cultural folklore…and the language and the sentiments attached to it.          
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Death is regarded as a mystical event by most religions in existence.  Catholics believe in 

heaven and hell and that a human being’s soul resides in one or the other when s/he dies.  

The body is laid out in state after a person’s passing and friends and family members pay 

their respects before it is buried.  One of the holy days of obligation very closely 

associated with death is All Saints Day, which is still celebrated in France as the 

Toussaints.  While this would have been an interesting concept to study with the 

population of interest, the ages of the study participants make it an inappropriate topic to 

broach, which is why it does not appear again in this dissertation.          

 

Several other Catholic religious traditions are celebrated in both France and French 

Louisiana—the Epiphany, Lent, Easter, Christmas—but all of these event have become 

either very Americanized in Louisiana, or the traditions surrounding the historically 

religious event have been melded with traditions from other cultures in Louisiana
28

.   

 

Cultural Homogeneity 

A concern has been raised that by including only people who consider themselves 

members of the Cajun culture when examining cultural items that are very much linked to 

that culture, the data may be too culturally homogenous to reveal any differences.  This is 

one of the reasons I choose to examine different age groups within the culture.  While 

some researchers note that different generations of Cajuns define themselves as such 

                                                
28

 Mardi Gras, for instance, is one of the most well known events in Louisiana, following the Epiphany and 

preceding Ash Wednesday and the Lenten season (the 40 days and 40 nights before Easter).  However, the 

Mardi Gras traditions that exist in Louisiana come from a mixture of the French heritage of the area and the 

influence of the Spanish Carnivale.       
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using different criteria (Bankston and Henry 2000; Henry and Bankston 1999), others 

find that there is still a fundamental connection between the Cajun identity and linguistic 

ability of the speaker (Dubois and Melancon 1997
29

).  The seeming move toward a 

symbolic ethnicity – as opposed to one steeped in historical tradition – by younger 

generations indicates, according to Bankston and Henri (2000) the Americanization of 

younger members of this culture.  This move toward a symbolic ethnicity, coupled with 

decreasing prevalence of and lack of interest in the native tongue of the older generation, 

leads me to believe that while cultural homogeneity will certainly be a factor in the data, 

the generational experiences of the different samples will provide enough variation for an 

examination of the variables of interest.    

 

Age 

In order to distinguish between the effects of age and the effects of culture – i.e. to 

identify whether the differences found in the data are due to age or to subculture 

membership – I have also collected a fourth sample of data.  Sample 4 includes people of 

the older generation (my elderly sample) who 1) identify as Catholic, 2) do not identify as 

Cajun, and 3) are native English speakers.  This small sample
30

 was collected to serve as 

a base-line comparison for Cohort 1, to determine whether the effects seen in the Cohort 

1 data are in fact due to the age of the respondents or to their membership in an ethnic 

subculture.   

                                                
29

 Though Dubois and Melancon (1997) do find a strong connection between language ability of speaker 

and self-identification as Cajun, they also note that “respondents claim that the necessary criteria to be 

considered Cajun are just those criteria that they themselves satisfy” (63). 
30

 Sample 4 (N=8) collected in Tucson, AZ, from people who 1) Are above age 60, 2) Identify as Catholic, 

3) Are not French speakers, 4) Do not identify as Cajun. Sample 4 is small because of time constraints.   
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CHAPTER 3 – COHORTS AND LINGUISTIC CULTURES: ANALYTIC DESIGN 

AND STUDY STRUCTURE 

 

3.1 Why Cohorts? 

The social situation of interest for this study is one in which a culture is transitioning 

from existing with and being understood through two languages to being viewed through 

the lens of just one.  It is the original Melting Pot concept of the new American society 

that has ultimately made the observation and study of such phenomena possible.  As the 

United States crept Westward and Southward throughout the 19
th
 and early 20

th
 centuries, 

the idea was to assimilate all newcomers under a single heading.  We were no longer 

Italian, Polish, or French; we were American.  As the de facto official language, English 

was to be taught to all, and mandatory schooling – to be conducted in English – became 

the requisite in 1921 (Dormon 1983:70).  Unfortunately, the Americanization of 

immigrant peoples who settled in the new country meant that many native languages, 

customs, and cultures were abandoned.  Few of the initial cultures brought to this country 

are left intact; many are completely lost within two to three generations (Savells 1993; 

Dormon 1983).  As noted in Chapter 2, however, the Louisiana Cajun culture has 

managed, through a combination of physical isolation and in-group social preference, to 

survive.  Americanization, through the widespread introduction of national roadways and 

required military service, began to take its toll on the culture in the early part of the 20
th

 

century.  Social status meant conformity to the greater social norms, and many of the 

elements that made the young America so unique have been lost. 
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We are witnessing the tail end of a language transition from French to English in 

Southern Louisiana.  At present, the only native speakers of the Cajun French language 

for which the area is known are currently senior citizens, and there are virtually no 

monolingual native Cajun French speakers – the parents of this generation – still living.  

As well, many in this generation – those old enough to have been members of the armed 

services during WWII and the Korean war – made an active effort to not teach their own 

children the French language.  For some, however, the effort was unconscious.  It was 

simply too much work to teach their children one language in the home while they 

learned another at school.  For others, however, it was a conscious effort to give their 

own children the chance for social mobility that the parents could not achieve because of 

their own propensity and preference for conducting affairs in the French language.  This 

sample will be referred to as Cohort 1 throughout the study.  These study participants are 

generally aged 65 and older (the youngest was 63 years of age at the time of the study), 

and they all grew up speaking Cajun French as a native language.  For most, both parents 

were native Cajun French speakers, though some had parents who also spoke English.  A 

majority of the people in Cohort 1 only learned English when they started school.       

 

The generation of Louisianans who spoke only French is all but gone.  Those who remain 

live mainly in nursing homes.  The generation who grew up bilingual is rapidly 

vanishing.  Their children represent another category of the culture – those who are 

forced to abandon the old definition of Cajun as being people who spoke the Old French 

of the area – and instead define it as more heritage and geography based.  Many of this 
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generation, from hearing the older people speak it as they were growing up, claim to 

understand French though they are unable to speak it themselves.  It is often noted that 

comprehension of a language precedes speaking ability, and there are many people who, 

while literate in a language, are unable to speak it.  Such is the case with this middle-aged 

generation of Cajuns in Louisiana, the sample of which is referred to as Cohort 2 for this 

study.  These people fall generally in the age range of 40 to 60.  Though they all had 

parents who spoke French, few currently speak the language themselves.  They all, 

however, define themselves, when asked, as Cajun.     

 

There exists yet a third category of Louisiana Cajuns: the children of this middle-aged 

generation.  This group of young people did not grow up with French-speaking parents.  

If they were at all exposed to the Cajun French language, it was through interactions with 

their grandparents, who, not having taught their own children to speak, are unable to 

teach their grandchildren.  Through the efforts of CODOFIL, Standard French has been 

introduced into the elementary, middle, and high school programs in Louisiana as a 

foreign language offering.  While this non-mandatory opportunity exposes young adults 

to the French language, it is a different French from what their grandparents speak, and 

the majority of students enrolled in such classes never master the language to the point of 

fluency.  This sample is referred to as Cohort 3.  These participants are high school-aged 

(under the age of 20), have very little experience with the Cajun French language, and 

very limited experience with the Standard French taught in schools.  They have all taken 
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French classes through the Louisiana school system (some are still in high school, others 

are either just finishing or preparing to start their first year of college). 

 

These different generations – or cohorts (see Table 3.1) – of people in Louisiana provide 

a unique opportunity to study the final phase of a language shift as it is occurring.  We 

can examine not only the differences in perception of the culture between French-

speakers and English-speakers, but here also is a chance to examine whether the 

introduction of a different form of the original language has an effect on how the culture 

is perceived by younger members.   

 

 

Table 3.1 – Cohort Breakdown 

Cohort   Age Language Abilities 

Cohort 1  65 < Cajun French, English 

Cohort 2  40 to 60 English, some Cajun French and/or Standard French 

Cohort 3  > 20 English, some Standard French 

 

 

3.2 Analytic Design: Cohort 1  

Target Language (TL)  

Target Language (TL) is a dichotomous variable having one of two values: Cajun French 

or English, which are the two languages in which the survey target words are written.  

This is how the affective ratings for the limited vocabulary dictionaries (in English and 

French) are collected, which necessitated the development of the survey in both 

languages.  Several language and cultural experts were consulted on the development and 

translation of these surveys.  Also, prior to beginning data collection with Cohort 1, 
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several bilingual English/Cajun French speakers in this age-range were consulted on the 

best way to translate certain items.   

 

Respondent’s Language (RL) 

The second design variable of the study, Respondent Language (RL), is the respondent or 

participant’s own native tongue, which will be determined through self-identification by 

the participant.  This information is readily produced in any conversation asking about a 

person’s language background.  Inhabitants of Cajun Louisiana are very proud of their 

cultural heritage and the fact that many of them were raised bilingual.  They are also very 

quick to tell you what kind of French they speak—whether learned academically (a 

version of Standard French – the “good” French) or in a home environment (Cajun 

French)
31

.  Presently, all Cajun French speakers are bilingual, speaking both Cajun 

French and English.  Residents who consider themselves Cajun but who do not speak 

Cajun French are still generally familiar with many French terms and phrases, such as the 

common ones that are used in these surveys, due to the continued existence and social 

importance of the domains from which survey terms are drawn.     

     

This 2 x 2 design (Table 3.2), crossing TL and RL, yields four data cells, each of which 

contain E, P, and A scores for the target language as rated by the suggested speakers: 

      

 

 

 

                                                
31

 Noted during informal conversations with Cajun residents of Southern Louisiana.  
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Table 3.2: 2 x 2 Design crossing Target Language (TL) and Respondent Language (RL)  

 

                       Target Language 

             Cajun French      English 

Respondent Cajun French 

Language English          

                                     

 

Cell 1: Cajun French speakers rating Cajun French words  

Cell 2: Cajun French speakers rating equivalent English words  

Cell 3: English speaking Cajuns rating Cajun French words  

Cell 4: English speaking Cajuns rating equivalent English words  

 

Because participants are asked to rate both English and Cajun French words, each 

respondent is exposed to both surveys developed for this part of the study.  This lowers 

the sample size for the study because each participant appears in two different cells, 

making the necessary number of interviews more manageable.     

 

Such a format of having each sample of speakers rate words in both languages yields a 

within-subjects matched-pairs sample, allowing for a clearer estimate of the differences 

between words in the languages of interest (than would be the case of an independent 

samples design).  Specifically, demographic variables, such as age, sex, religious 

affiliation, etc, are constant between the ratings of the two different surveys of the same 

respondent, yielding smaller standard errors for comparisons across Cells 1-2 and Cells 

3-4.     

 

3.3 Analytic Design: Cohort Effects 

While the older generation is of greater interest for a comparison of affective ratings 

between language-based cultures because of their bilingual status, the Americanization of 

Cell 1 Cell 2 

Cell 3 Cell 4 
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the younger generations of the Cajun population offers a unique opportunity to examine 

the shift in cultural perception that has accompanied the shift in language.  

 

The younger generations – largely those children born after WWII – did not grow up 

speaking Cajun French in the home and thereby cannot be classified as native speakers.  

However, they did grow up in homes in which family life was dominated by the social 

structures and values of their ancestral heritage.  As well, the children of this generation, 

while being raised in strictly monolingual homes, have witnessed the revitalization of 

their cultural heritage and are now active participants in the recreated (and newly 

created!) cultural symbols that (re)define their ethnic background, creating a new essence 

of what it means to be Cajun.   

 

Research Question #2 asks how, or whether, meaning shifts over time within a culture.  

This question adds a generational variable to the equation.  This addition not only allows 

a time-based comparison of bilingual and bicultural affective ratings, but it also extends 

the possibility for future research on language through a longitudinal study in which the 

same data can be collected again from another, younger generation in 10 years time to 

assess the real rate at which the language – and the culture? – is dying.  Such data would 

be invaluable for the state of Louisiana, which is engaged in an attempt to revitalize and 

reassert its cultural heritage.  
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Consider Table 3.3, which crosses a 3-level Cohort variable (the data for the eldest cohort 

being the same data from Table 3.2) with the same Target Language variable used earlier.   

 

Table 3.3  3 x 2 Design Crossing Cohort and Target Language 

 

     Target Language 

                 Cajun French       English 

       Cohort 1 

 Cohort        Cohort 2 

               Cohort 3 

    

 

Cohort is loosely defined by birth period.  Personal interviews and surveys, as noted, are 

conducted with Cohort 1 respondents; surveys only, combined with a brief, written oral 

family history, are conducted with for Cohort 2 (middle-aged), which will be defined as 

those people defining themselves as Cajuns who are between the approximate ages of 40 

and 60.  The youngest cohort is gathered from the generation of people born between 

1987 and 1991, or those people who are currently at the usual high school age.   

 

The interest with the two younger Cohorts is not cultural preservation, nor are the 

participants of an age that will require intensive conversation prior to the language 

survey.  While is also assumed that all participants within these two generational 

categories (Cohort 2 and 3) are monolingual English-speakers, four of the Cohort 2 

participants actually identified as bilingual.  The actual number of participants may be 

seen in Table 3.4 below.  There are a total of 102 participants, spanning three loosely-

defined age groups or Cohorts (including two samples of the elderly cohort – Cohort 1 

and Sample 4, which is not a Louisiana-based sample).  This data encompass 
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approximately 15 hours of audio interview, 55 hours of video interview, and 150 hours of 

survey data collection.  The interviews and surveys are discussed in depth later in this 

chapter.  I also discuss the differences between the totals and the number of participants 

in the interview and survey columns when I discuss each Cohort separately.   

 

  Table 3.4  Participants and Data 

 Data  

Total English 

Interview 

French 

Interview 

English  

Survey 

French 

Survey 

Cohort 1 37 37 33 31 29 

Cohort 2 29 29 - 29 28 

Cohort 3 28 - - 28 28 

Sample 4 8 8 - 8 - 

   

Sample numbers were arrived at based on previous semantic network studies by Romney 

et al (2000), who used samples consisting of 33 and 32 monolingual English and 

Japanese speakers, respectively.  The original goal was to include 35 participants in each 

Cohort, though the time-intensive nature of the data (described below) – which were 

collected during 16 weeks spanning from December 2005 to June 2007 – necessitated a 

revision of these numbers.   

 

Cohort 1  

The original interest in conducting the study was in documenting the Cajun French 

language for the purposes of comparison and cultural preservation.  As there are few 

members still living of the generation in Louisiana who speak only French, the only 

available option is to discuss the issue with the bilingual members of Louisiana society.  

This cohort of people, therefore, is the first to be here discussed.  Cajun French began to 
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be phased out of use in the early part of the 20
th
 century as English replaced French as the 

language of mandatory educational instruction.  To locate people who spoke Cajun 

French as a native language in the home, therefore, we must look toward those residents 

who were children during or before that time period.  Generally, this points towards 

people aged 65 or older – those who (among the men) are old enough to have served in 

WWII.  Occasionally, however, people as young as their late-60s were also raised with 

French as their first language.  This is most often the case for people who were raised in 

rural areas (which included most of the Acadiana region at the time) and without much 

access to the city (“the city” usually referring to either New Orleans, Lafayette, or Lake 

Charles).  It is for this purpose that strict cohort definitions are not used here, particularly 

for Cohort 1.  I am interested in the experience of growing up bilingually, rather than the 

strict experience of belonging to a certain age group.  Therefore, while most Cohort 1 

participants are above age 70, some are slightly below.   

 

Also, people in this cohort do not always find a ready audience for their histories.  

Therefore, being that the aging process usually leaves us with a more vivid memory of 

our youth than more recent events, a young, French-speaking, PhD student who wants to 

sit and listen to them talk about their lives generally receives a very warm welcome.   

 

Finding the Belles and Beaus: Soliciting Volunteers – Cohort 1 

People in this sample were contacted through a snowballing technique beginning with 

French-speaking Travel Consultants who work at the Lafayette Visitor and Tourist 
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Information Center in Lafayette, LA.  All of the Travel Consultants are volunteers who 

work one to two times a week for 3 to 4 hour shifts at the Center, where it is written on 

the door, “Ici on est fier de parler francais.”  Though many of the volunteer Travel 

Consultants are bilingual, it is not a necessity for becoming a volunteer. The office 

workers were generally able to point me in the direction of volunteers who were French 

speakers, at which point potential participants were approached either separately – if they 

were the only French speaking volunteer for that shift – or jointly with their volunteer 

partner if both were French speakers. 

 

I introduced myself as a native of Lafayette and the granddaughter of one of the 

Volunteer Travel Consultants (Mr. Homer J. Legrand), which lent a great deal of 

credibility when searching for potential study participants.  The study was also deemed 

attractive by many of the volunteers because they are conscious of having been witness to 

the shift in sentiment toward the French language of the area.  Having been told as 

children that their French was incorrect and unacceptable, they were forbidden from 

speaking it in a school setting.  As parents, they refrained from teaching their own 

children French to protect them from the shame they themselves felt in their own youth.  

Finally, as grandparents, their culture underwent a revival, and their skills as bilingual 

citizens became a source of pride instead of derision.  The people working and 

volunteering at the Lafayette Visitors Center are proud of their heritage and their 

language skills and were excited at the prospect of being part of an effort to record and 

preserve their culture.   
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Cohort 1 participants hail from most of the major suburbs surrounding the metropolitan 

Lafayette area, through most of the parishes that constitute what is known as “Cajun 

Country” (see Figure 3.1; the dark red area in the center is known as Cajun Country).  

Several of the participants were from the Breaux Bridge and Henderson areas, along with 

Poche Bridge and Parks – East of Lafayette, but West of the Atchafalaya Basin – which 

meant that a great deal of time was spent interviewing in these areas.  I also traveled 

South of Lafayette on Hwy 90 to New Iberai, St. Martinville and Coteau Holmes, North 

on I49 to Grand Coteau and Arnaudville, and SW on Hwy 67 and I10 to Maurice, 

Abbeville, Scott, and Crowley.   

 

Figure 3.1  

                                          
 

Below are selections of my field notes from interviews, some of which were typed up 

after interviews and some of which were dictated to audio-recorders in my vehicle on the 

way to the next interview: 
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Mr. Blaise Malagarie – Broussard, LA 

He lives in a green house on 1
st
 street in Broussard – take a right just past the 

railroad tracks – that he built before he left for WWII.  His wife – Ms. Chinny 

(can’t remember how she got this nickname) – wasn’t feeling well.  I think she 

said she has lupus, and he has diabetes.  I think he enjoyed the interview.  Even 

brought out his old war medals to show me. The interview went fine, but after the 

camera was off, he told me about the outhouses and the coton maie, as he called it 

(that’s the pronunciation, at least, I’m not sure how it’s really spelled), which was 

what they called the red corn cobs they used to wipe themselves (and the Sears 

catalog, of course) after using the outhouse – there were lots of the red ones in the 

outhouse – and the white corn cob, which was passed to check and to see if they 

were clean.  The white one was changed every week.  He was nervous about 

telling me this because he didn’t want to embarrass me, and Ms. Chinny didn’t 

want him to embarrass me.  I told him that I was interested in what life was like, 

and that was part of life.  I also told him that I could smell gas in the kitchen and 

he might want to have someone check that for them.   

 

Ms. Martha Dupuis – Lafayette, LA 

Ms. Martha is a very sweet, slender, quiet lady, and she really is a lady in the 

traditional sense of the word.  She’s very well spoken and polite.  Her house is 

lovely, and she’s lived in the same area of Lafayette for most of her life.  She 

started out in her parents’ house not far from where she lives now.  She’s also the 
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great great granddaughter of General Alexandre Mouton, who founded Lafayette.  

Her husband, Richard Dupuis of Henderson, passed away 2 years ago, and it was 

very hard on her. Her house is like an antique shop.  There are windows lining the 

whole wall on one side of the livingroom/kitchen.  She’s got the upper wall lined 

with antique pieces that she’s collected thru the years – anything you can imagine.  

The house is very comfortable with a patio and wooden swing on both the front 

and back. She also has some amazing old ledger books from a store that used to 

be in the area.  She found them when her elderly neighbor passed away about a 

year ago.  She’d had them in paper bags just lying around in the house.  They 

were ledgers dating from about a century ago, I believe, detailing what different 

customers bought at different times.  The handwriting was difficult to read, all in 

French, and exquisite.  Absolutely beautiful.  She also has birth certificates for a 

few of her relatives from the 1800s.  She gave me a copy of a pamphlet about the 

erection of a church in the area.  Haven’t looked at it yet to translate anything.  

She also has several old prayer books written in French that she showed me, from 

the same neighbor’s house.  They donated a lot of the nicer stuff they found to 

one of the area museums.   

 

Ms. Anne Guidry – Breaux Bridge, LA 

Very sweet lady.  She had a difficult life.  Off camera, she told me that her life 

with her husband was very difficult.  She loved him very much, but he cheated on 

her in public view many times while they were married.  Her mother wanted her 
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to leave him, but she felt that her children needed a whole family and so stayed 

with him.  He wasn’t mean, he didn’t beat her, and she did love him.  She also 

said that you didn’t leave your husband in those days if you could help it.   

She’s afraid of dying alone.  She doesn’t like being alone, but she also feels that 

she’s had her life and her chance to live, and she won’t go and live with her 

children or grandchildren because she says they need to live their lives and not 

have to take care of her.  She said that if she can’t live on her own anymore, she’ll 

go to a nursing home because she doesn’t want to place the burden of taking care 

of her on her kids.  She said she was glad that her husband didn’t have to die 

alone, even though it was very sudden.  Calling her children and telling them their 

father was dead was the most difficult thing she’d ever had to do.  She lives alone 

now and doesn’t want a roommate.  She has her own habits and likes her privacy 

and will continue to live on her own for as long as she is able to.  Her sister, the 

one she was always closest to, lives not far away.   

 

Mr. Lloyd & Ms. Clelie Berard – Coteau Holmes, LA 

Another great interview.  I showed up and, sure enough, there was an okra and 

shrimp gumbo waiting on the stove for lunch.  Yeah!  Complete with biscuits and 

carrot cake for dessert.  They were so cute talking together!  They pulled their 

chairs close together at the table so they could both be on camera.  I asked them 

each to tell me about their childhoods.  Mr. Lloyd even has a few memories of his 

great grandfather.  The only hitch we had was when he was telling me about his 
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experience in the war.  At one point, his head dropped and I couldn’t tell whether 

he was laughing or crying, but then I saw the tears.  Ms. Mary told me that that 

was when he had gotten hurt.  He was choked up for a few seconds more then 

dabbed at his eyes with a paper towel.  We changed the subject and continued on.   

Once the camera was off, they told me about his parents being wonderful singers, 

and that they used to sing songs in French.  Mr. Lloyd then serenaded me with 

one called Les Yeux Bleus, which was very pretty.  I told him he’d have to sing 

for me again when I came back for their French interview.   

 

Ms. Lena Olivier – Poche Bridge, LA 

Some of her comments on the survey were that heaven “must be noisy with all 

those people glorifying god.”  She also noted that it was powerful to be old 

because of the wisdom you’ve acquired, and that old people are active in certain 

things.  Several people I’ve interviewed haven’t felt comfortable rating Baptist 

because either they don’t know anyone who’s Baptist or they don’t know 

anything about the religion.  Most of these people have only met any protestants 

at all in the last decade or so.   

She wanted to drive me out to show me the Richard land and where her 

grandparents used to live, so we got in her car.  I was a little hesitant, but you 

can’t really argue with an old person who insists on driving.  I figured, what kind 

of damage could she do on the little country roads we were on?  I thought she’d 

kidnapped me.  We drove down the main road (DeClouet Hwy) and turned down 

a road leading to a pasture, at the end of which was a Country Cottage B&B, I 
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think.  Her grandparents used to live in a plantation house that was at the end of 2 

columns of oak trees, and her family lived in a little house near some oaks right 

behind the big house.  We turned the wrong way to get back to her house when 

we left that gravel road, and I seriously thought she was kidnapping me.  Luckily, 

however, we made a u-turn at an intersection a few more streets down.   

 

Ms. Josie Hebert – Henderson, LA 

They told me about a few family relations that are kind of weird.  Ok, let me see if 

I can get this right, Josie’s grandmother’s fiancé was shot and killed by Kinney 

Devillier from Henderson.  Kinney then dated said grandmother and got her 

pregnant with Josie’s mother, but he didn’t marry her grandmother.  He did marry 

Papop’s daddy’s sister, though.  I think she said that someone later went back and 

shot Kinney for shooting the other guy.  So Josie’s related to us. 

Josie also told me more about her uncle Daniel Zarang (not sure if I’m spelling 

that right – that was n’onc Dan).  He wasn’t a really big drinker, but he did like 

his gallon of wine at big dinners.  She said that if they killed a pig, he would be at 

the table eating with every different group of people that sat down, from the first 

group of adults on down to the kids, and he had his gallon of wine with him.  

He’d drink and listen to a guy named Dudley LeBlanc on the radio.  Mamom and 

Papop knew about Dudley, too, so I guess this is something I should start asking 

people about.  I think they said he was on Sunday evenings and everyone would 

listen to him.  N’onc Dan would get so pissed off at things that Dudley would say 
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that he would run to the phone – which was one of the really old fashioned ones 

that you had to crank up to get a dial tone, and this was the first phone they had 

out there near Cecilia – to try to call the station to tell Dudley what he thought 

about the night’s broadcast.  

 

They also talked about another guy – I think this might’ve been Francis Devillier.  

They talked about a gay male schoolteacher at Cecilia high school that they all 

knew.  Mamom said he was always real nice to the girls, but he hated the boys.  

He’d always walk around with a strap in his hand, and several of the boys got 

severe beatings from him.  They all knew the guy was “a queer” and knew he’d 

get his in later years.  Maybe this was where Francis Devillier came in.  One of 

the male students told the guy that he’d get him sometime.  He couldn’t do 

anything to him now, but he’d get him later.  They said the guy came back later 

and hit the teacher in the head with a brick.  Don’t remember if they said it killed 

him or not, but apparently people were killed and killed people back then and it 

didn’t make a damn bit of difference to anyone.   

 

Mr. Ames & Ms. Lillian Cormier – Breaux Bridge, LA 

I ended up being a few minutes late for this one, even though I left Lafayette in 

plenty of time.  I just got stuck in 5 o’clock traffic heading out there. We set up at 

the bar again and I said we could do it just like we did last time, with me doing an 

interview with Ms. Lillian first, then with Mr. Ames while Lillian did the survey.  

Ms. Lillian was much more relaxed with me this time than she was last time.  
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They both seemed a lot more comfortable. When Mr. Ames was finished, I 

reminded him that he said I could take a picture of his gorgeous car today, and he 

ran out to pull it out of the garage for me. He told me to hop in, that we’d go for a 

drive!  Awesome!  The car is beautiful.  White exterior, red interior, with a push 

button transmission up on the left side of the steering wheel.  The gas gauge is 

broken, so Ms. Lil told me to bring my cell phone, just in case.  He didn’t know 

how much gas was in the tank, so we were going to drive down the road a bit to 

fill it up.  Rides nice and smooth, probably smoother than my 4Runner.  We filled 

it up, then headed back to the house.  They stopped off at their farm, which is just 

down the road from the house, to show me the cow.  Got back and they elicited a 

promise from me to come to the VFW meeting the following night for dinner, 

which is to be meatball stew.  I know I’m going to be so exhausted tomorrow 

night – I always am after doing interviews all day – but you don’t break a promise 

you made to an old person, so to Breaux Bridge I will go. 

 

 

Interviews were scheduled with all but one
32

 of the French-speaking volunteers from the 

Travel Center in the cohort of interest, which encompassed 8 of the Cohort 1 participants.  

All other Cohort 1 participants were either found through recommendations from the 

Travel Consultants, their friends or family members, or from contacts established through 

workers at the Travel Center.  People who suggested names of friends or family members 

                                                
32

 Only one French-speaker at the center declined an interview, and he did so because he said that he did 

not identify as Cajun.  He speaks French, is from the area, but he said that his parents did not come from 

Nova Scotia and, therefore, he did not self-define as Cajun.   
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who might be willing to participate in the study were asked to call or otherwise get in 

touch with potential participants to see if they might be interested.  I never made first 

contact with any potentials unless they had already been contacted by the person who 

suggested them and they had agreed to be contacted by me.  

 

For most participants, the study was briefly explained over the phone, during which 

conversation I noted that the process would be rather time consuming as each of the two 

interviews would take approximately two hours.  If this was agreeable, I would ask for 

directions to their home (road names AND numbers, because roads in Louisiana are not 

always marked by both), landmarks to look for (because sometimes there are no names or 

numbers at all), a good time to show up (you never want to catch someone during a nap), 

etc.  I always showed up 5-10 minutes early for an interview (unless I got lost, which 

only happened once).   

 

Sample 4 

Sample 4 for this study consists of elderly, self-identified Catholics who do not speak 

French or self-identify as Cajun.  The eight people in this sample live in Tucson, AZ, and 

the surrounding areas and were recommended for participation in the study – based on 

the above criteria – by members of Catholic communities in Tucson known to me
33

.  

Sample 4 study participants (ranging in age from 66 to 90, all women) were contacted 

after the initial referral, the study and interview process were explained over the phone, 

                                                
33

 Thanks to April Douet and Katie Hoegeman for the referrals.  This sample was collected in Tucson, AZ, 

to ensure that none of the respondents would identify as Cajun.   
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and date/time/meeting place were agreed upon.  These interviews, like the ones described 

below for Cohort 2, lasted between 1 and 2 hours.  Once basic demographic information 

was collected, they were asked – just as the Cohort 1 participants – “What are some of 

the first things you can remember?” These interviews were neither audio- nor video-

taped.  Notes were simply jotted down during the interview and later expanded into 

written field notes.  

 

Cohort 2  

While Cohort 1 (and Sample 4) is made up “elderly” Cajuns, Cohort 2 consists of people 

who are of an age to be the children of the people in Cohort 1.  This sample consists of 

Louisiana natives who are currently roughly between the ages of 40 and 60; Cohort 2 is 

my “middle-aged” cohort.  Again, I am more interested in a common experience growing 

up than in a strict definition of age cohort; these people all grew up with one or more 

parents who were Cajun French speakers.  Only four of the 29 Cohort 2 participants are 

bilingual; only one claimed to know no French at all, though she still recognized many of 

the words in the French survey.  One participant filled out the French survey with his two 

small granddaughters looking over his shoulder, and it was necessary to ask them not to 

give their Grandpa the answer when he did not know a word that they recognized easily – 

a result of basic French being taught in elementary schools in Louisiana.     

 

Cohort 2, like Cohort 1, is predominantly Catholic; though all grew up Catholic, two 

currently identify as non-denominational and two as Baptist.  The sex breakdown of this 
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Cohort is slightly more skewed to the female-end with 20 female and 9 male respondents.  

This was likely due to the way the names were solicited, even though the same type of 

snowball method was used for Cohort 2 as for Cohort 1.  I began with the workers at the 

Visitor’s Center, all of whom were middle-aged females.  Many of the people they 

suggested to me were friends of theirs – also female – though they all fit the other 

requirements for the study.  As with Cohort 1 participants, I requested that whichever 

Cohort 1 or 2 participant suggested other names to me call first to gauge interest and 

willingness to participate.  If the suggested person was willing to participate, I then took a 

name and phone number and called to schedule an appointment.   

 

I met most of the Cohort 2 participants at their homes, though I did meet some at coffee 

houses in the area or at their places of work.  I conducted several of these interviews on 

lunch breaks, which necessitated a well-timed process for the interview and surveys.  Six 

of the Cohort 2 participants also had high-school aged children who agreed (and 

sometimes requested) to participate in the study as well.   

 

Cohort 3 

If we want to examine how perceptions of a culture are changing over time, then a 

perspective from a younger generation is necessary for a proper comparison.  Cohort 3 is 

made up of the newest participants in the Cajun culture – those people who are in the 

high school age range, who are old enough either to choose to participate in the general 

culture (and whether or not to learn the French language) or not.  The data for this 
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Cohort, however, was the most difficult to compile.  The requirements for participation in 

the study at this level were that potential respondents had to 1) self-identify as Cajun, 2) 

have one or more grandparent(s) and/or parent(s) who speak/spoke French, and 3) have 

taken one or more French classes in school.  Also, due to the lack of diversity on religion 

in Cohorts 1 and 2 (most respondents identify as Catholic), it is preferable to find Cohort 

3 respondents who will keep variation on this characteristic to a minimum.  It is for this 

reason that participants were solicited from a Catholic Youth Group in the area and 

through Catholic respondents in Cohorts 1 and 2.   

 

Two different Catholic Youth Ministers were contacted for possible participation in the 

study.  I called them by phone to introduce myself, explain the project, and give them 

some details on what student participation would entail.  I then followed up the first 

contact with an email containing a letter to parents/students about the project and 

electronic copies of the English and French surveys for the Ministers to peruse.  One of 

the Ministers I contacted decided my study could be worked into one of their monthly 

meetings and agreed to help; the other Minister had mentioned that his group was quite 

busy at the time and would have difficulty fitting me into their meetings.  He did not 

return my contact, so I decided to focus my efforts on the other group instead.   

 

A letter to parents/students explaining the study, along with consent form, was copied 

and mailed to the Youth Group Minister (YGM) to be sent out with their monthly 

newsletter.  The YGM agreed that I could attend the meeting on the evening of April 15
th
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to collect my data.  Students were asked in the newsletter to bring their consent forms – 

signed both by themselves and a parent or guardian – to the April 15
th
 meeting.  Some of 

the pictures from this stage of the data collection can be seen below. 

 

Figure 3.2 Photo: Sacred Heart Church, Broussard, LA 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.3 Photo: Church Meeting Center 
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Figure 3.4 Photo: Youth Group Members working on Surveys 

 

 

 

Figure 3.5 Photo: Two Parent-Helpers for the Evening 

 

 

 

Several of the students’ parents had also taken an interest in the study and stayed for the 

meeting to hear more of what it was about.  Therefore, I gave a brief introductory 

statement, explaining the basic idea of symbolic interaction and how all of the words we 

use are symbols, though whether someone knows what you are talking about depends on 

the symbol – or word – you are using.  Following my brief explanation of the study, 
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which was well received by both the students and parents present, the students who were 

participating in the study were shepherded over to the adjoining school library.  A few of 

the parents accompanied me to lend some extra authority.  I have taught high school 

before, but never having dealt with a group of students outside of the rigidly controlled 

classroom atmosphere, the parents’ presence was greatly appreciated.  Below are some of 

my field notes from this experience. 

 

April 15, 2007, Lafayette, Cohort 3 sample, Sacred Heart Church Youth Group 

Eva told me to be there anytime between 7:15 and 7:45, so I showed up around 

7:30.  I walked in with my box of papers, and half of the kids kind of stopped and 

turned around to look at me.  I asked one of the moms if Eva was around, and she 

came running out of the back carrying plates of pizza and ice cream cake.  They 

were all still having dinner.  I think she was going to try to introduce me, but they 

were a little too boisterous at the time, so I chatted with her for a few minutes, 

then realized that I’d forgotten the camera at the house.  Called Mom and asked 

her to bring it to me because I’d really like to take some pictures.   

 

Got the camera, the kids finished eating, Eva made a few announcements about 

service days and fundraiser events, and then she introduced me.  She’d already 

picked up consent forms from the kids – she’d actually had a parents meeting a 

few days before, so she’d given the consent forms directly to them and asked 

them to have their kids bring them back signed for Sunday’s meeting.  Worked 
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pretty well – I got 16 kids today.  Unfortunately, she said she had about 25 high 

schoolers, so I didn’t get all of them.  I don’t think I could’ve handled all of them 

tonight.  The 16 I did have were a handful.  Anyway, I asked her if she’d like me 

to say a little about what I do, so I gave them my basic lecture about symbols and 

how we use them to communicate with each other based on shared meaning, and 

how language is a whole system of shared meaning.  Sometimes meanings can 

change between generations, and I’m looking at how our thoughts about our 

culture in Louisiana have changed thru the years.  I’ve interviewed their 

grandparents, their parents, and now I want to know how they see things, so that’s 

what they’d be helping me with tonight.  Eva gave me the key to the library, so I 

walked over to the school with the kids.  A bunch of silly, giggling high 

schoolers.  Reminds me why I enjoy teaching college so much more.  Two parents 

came out with me to help keep them under control – and one of them was the 

librarian at Broussard Middle School when I attended. 

 

I didn’t do one-on-one interviews with this group, and that might’ve been a 

mistake.  The sat in groups of 4 and 5 at tables in the library.  I explained how to 

do the surveys, then handed out the English one and walked them thru the terms 

on the first and second page, like I do for everyone.  I’d numbered the surveys and 

demographic sheets, so all of their info is confidential.  I wish I’d have 

remembered to have them put those numbers on their consent forms as well, but I 

didn’t.  Now I have no way of knowing which kid filled out which form.  Oh well.  
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It’s not like their names would’ve told me anything else since I didn’t know who 

they were before hand anyway.  The unfortunate thing about them all sitting 

together to fill out the forms is that I did hear them discussing their answers and 

what they should put down for certain things.  I certainly saw some variation 

between answers, even at the same tables, but I’ll have to see how the data look.  

As they finished the English survey, I took it up and passed out the demographic 

sheet.  They filled out the sheet and I asked them, on the back, to tell me what 

being Cajun means to them.  “What does it mean to you to tell someone you’re 

Cajun, or to be called Cajun?”  Those answers might be interesting.  I figured it 

would give a little more depth to this part of the study since I didn’t get personal, 

individual family histories from them.  As they finished with the demo sheets, I 

took those up and passed out the French survey.  I’m not sure how this one is 

going to come out.  I know which numbers were at which different tables, so 

maybe that’ll help.  #s 1 to 4 were at the first table on the left, #s 5 to 9 were at the 

table to the right – the table with 4 girls and one boy – #10 was the kid who sat by 

himself and didn’t seem to be very social with anyone else in the room, and the 

rest were the boys at the back table.  They were really rowdy.  Tammy went and 

sat with them, but I didn’t really feel right playing the “teacher” role with them.  

I’m not their teacher, and they’re doing this to help me, not because it’s required.  

I didn’t want to yell at them.  I told the kids to ask me if they didn’t know a word, 

and that I’d say it for them because sometimes it’s easier to figure out if you hear 

it than if you read it, especially in this area of the country.  I think some of them 
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found that they knew more French than they thought they did.  One of the boys in 

the back kept looking thru and saying things like, “Man, all my tantes and n’oncs, 

they’re all dying now,” which was interesting not only because he knew the 

words, but that they’re linked to the elderly people in his family, not to the 

younger generations.  I don’t think I’m going to be able to use terms like 

embrasser and pretre.  I think some of the kids rated these words, but I really 

doubt they knew what they meant.  The ones who did ask me about embrasser 

asked me if it meant “to embrace,” to which I said no.  The boys in the back 

skipped it, I think, because they were the only ones who asked about it.  I don’t 

think any of the girls asked.  Very few at the table on the right asked about the 

words, and I heard one of the girls at the table on the left note that her Spanish 

was coming in handy.  At least I’ll be able to cross-reference their answers with 

how much formal French they’ve had.  Of course, I don’t know if I biased their 

answers at all by asking them to tell me what it means to them to be Cajun.  That 

may have affected the French survey ratings.  I won’t be able to tell until it’s all in 

the computer.  They also discussed the words amongst themselves.  That’s not 

typical, but it’s not something I could stop either.   

 

I did not realize until I attended this Youth Group meeting that most Youth Groups in the 

area do not meet over the summer, which is when I had planned to collect the rest of this 

data.  The remaining Cohort 3 participants, therefore, were contacted in the same 

snowballing method used for Cohorts 2 and 3, and from the same starting point.  I asked 
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present and previous Cohort 2 participants – since they were more likely to have children 

of high school age, and thereby to know children of high school age – if they knew 

people in this age group who were from the area, Catholic, and who might be interested 

in participating in the study.  I also asked people who participated in the Cohort 3 study if 

they could recommend others.  As always, I never cold-called any of my study 

participants; I always requested that current participants contact potential participants to 

ask if they would be interested.  If I received an affirmative response and a phone 

number, I then proceeded to call and schedule interviews.    

 

3.4 The Interview  

Cohort 1 

In-depth personal interviews were conducted only with elderly (Cohort 1) study 

participants.  The purpose of the interview was fourfold.  First, participants needed to 

become comfortable with the interviewer before being asked to complete a lengthy 

language-based survey.  Second, speaking in the language of interest made that language 

salient.  Third, asking participants to discuss their own childhood memories and 

experiences as they relate to family, language, and religion, make these things salient34.  

Lastly, the interview was a chance to record people talking about these experiences in 

two different languages, providing an invaluable opportunity for cultural preservation for 

                                                
34

 It has also been noted, in personal conversation between Sylvie Dubois, Department of French Studies at 

Louisiana State University, and the author, that such conversation will be necessary both to make the 

language and language-related experiences salient and to make the subject feel at ease with the interviewer.   
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the state of Louisiana and the Cajun culture.  The interview generally lasted for 

approximately one hour.   

 

Bilingual speakers in Cohort 1 were asked to complete two separate interviews/surveys – 

the first in English and the second in French.  Due to different accents and some 

differences in terminology between Standard French and Cajun French, the English 

interview and survey were always conducted first to make sure that participants 

understood the process.  An appointment was made for the French interview/survey at the 

conclusion of the English, usually for two to three days later. It was explained during the 

first phone call that, if they feel comfortable with it, participants would be video-

recorded
35

 during the interview and that the recordings were to help document the 

history, experiences, and language of members of the Cajun culture.  

 

The English interview began with a brief explanation of the study and how the interview 

would proceed, that the interview would be video-taped (unless the participant was 

extremely uncomfortable with being video-taped, in which case an audio-recorder would 

be used instead), and that I would occasionally jot down notes while they were speaking 

to remind myself of things they talked about and of questions I wanted to ask later.  I next 

explained the Consent Form and why it was necessary and gave them a few minutes to 

read it, offering to explain anything that was unclear.  Each participant then completed a 

short form collecting demographic information – full name, sex, where they were born, 

                                                
35

 Audio vs Video; all video data viewed and analyzed in Final Cut Express v4.0. 
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age and birth date, religious affiliation – and they were asked to name up to ten people 

they talk to on a regular basis
36

.  I asked for first names only, assuring them that I would 

not contact any of these people.  I asked what relation each of these people was to them – 

friend, relation (type), neighbor, colleague, etc – and in what language did they normally 

converse with this person – English, French, or a mixture of both.  This information was 

used to gauge how much each participant used English vs. French in his or her own life.  

The camera was turned on, and the interview commenced once the demographic 

information was complete.  I took notes on the reverse side of the demographic 

information sheet. 

 

The English interview began with the question, “How far back can you remember?  What 

are some of the first memories you have?”  After this, I generally allowed the study 

participant to structure the interview, letting them either stop to tell specific stories or 

move through their lives in a sort of chronological order.  If needed, participants were 

given prompts such as, “Can you remember any of your great-

grandparents/grandparents?  What kind of person was s/he?  Can you tell me about your 

mother/father? Your siblings?”  The English interview generally revolved around 

descriptions of family members and their own families when they were grown, as well as 

their own children and grandchildren.  I let the interview go on for 45 to 60 minutes, 

discreetly checking my watch for timing, at which point I would either turn off the 

                                                
36

 This information does provide very nice ego-net data; these data, however, will be the subject for future 

analysis and are not used in the dissertation.  This type of data was only collected with bilingual study 

participants (mostly Cohort 1). 
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camera once they talked themselves into silence or let them know that the time was 

nearly up on my tape and we would continue the next time.  Once the interview was 

finished, we moved on to the survey.   

 

Four of the Cohort 1 participants were monolingual English-speakers
37

, accounting for 

most of the difference in Table 3.4 (reprinted below) between the number of participants 

who completed the English but not the French interview. These respondents were asked 

to participate in one interview only – the one conducted in English – lasting 

approximately two hours.  The format for the English interview for monolingual English-

speakers is the same as that for bilingual speakers.  The remaining difference in the 

numbers is due to the participation in the interviews of two participants who were not 

able to complete the surveys and two others who completed the English survey, but not 

the French.  

 

Table 3.4  Participants and Data (copied from above) 

 Data  

Total English  

Interview 

French  

Interview 

English  

Survey 

French  

Survey 

Cohort 1 37 37 33 31 29 

Cohort 2 29 29 - 29 28 

Cohort 3 28 - - 28 28 

Sample 4 8 8 - 8 - 

 

A note on video-taping: 

                                                
37

 The original study design called for a separate sample of monolingual, English-speaking Cajuns.  This 

sample was dropped after Summer data collection in 2006 due to time constraints, though a few of the 

participants during that data collection period were monolingual-English.   
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Once the camera was positioned and turned on, I tried not to refer back to it unless I 

needed to check the timing.  Most people tended to forget they were being video-taped 

within ten minutes of beginning the interview, which meant that their body language and 

speaking became much more natural.  While it would have been preferable to get shots of 

people in different places and from different angles, I judged it better to let them become 

comfortable with the interview process itself rather than spend our time together 

constantly repositioning the camera and tripod.   

 

I did request, and was granted, funds from NSF to purchase lighting equipment for use 

during the project.  This proposal was completed and turned in, however, prior to my 

pretesting.  Once I conducted pretesting with elderly people in Louisiana, I realized that 

the lighting equipment would make them even more uncomfortable with the process; 

therefore, I decided not to stage the interviews with specialty lighting.  Though some of 

the videos suffered for this – I had to work with what lighting was available inside my 

respondents’ homes – I feel that my study participants were more comfortable with the 

process and that their responses were more genuine because of this.  Sound quality on 

some of the videos is also less than optimal for similar reasons.  For instance, Ms. Lena 

Olivier’s husband had the television on while I was interviewing her.  Given that he lives 

at the house, I did not feel it would have been appropriate to ask him to turn the television 

off. 

 

Cohort 2 
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Interviews with Cohort 2 participants were not video- or audio-taped, and were generally 

much shorter than those conducted with Cohort 1 participants, lasting only 30 minutes on 

average.  The interview began the same way, with Cohort 2 participants being asked to 

read and sign the Consent Form and to dictate the same type of demographic information 

collected from Cohort 1 participants.  Cohort 2 was not asked about the “up to 10 

people,” however, because most of these study participants were not bilingual and only 

used English in their daily lives.  As the numbers in Table 3.4 reveal, only one person did 

not complete both English and French surveys
38

.   

 

During the interview, which took place between the English and French surveys, they 

were asked about their families while growing up.   

Did they remember any of their great-grandparents/grandparents?   

Could they tell me about them?   

Were any of them French-speakers?   

And their own parents?   

Did they ever speak French at home or take it in school while growing up?   

Do their own children speak French or have they taken it in school?   

 

This was the general format of the Cohort 2 interview, after which they were asked to 

complete the French-language survey.   

                                                
38

 This person was a male who, as we were running short on time because he wanted to show me around his 

property, indicated, “the answer on the French will be the same as for the English.”  Not willing to simply 

trust to this statement in the lack of proper participant data, this participant’s French data is not counted.   
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Cohort 3 

No personal interviews were conducted with Cohort 3 study participants.  These 

participants are also anonymous – identified by number only in their files.  Cohort 3 

participants who are the children of Cohort 2 participants – who generally completed 

their surveys while their parents were in the room/house – do have this information noted 

on their demographic sheets.  The demographic sheets for Cohort 3 contain information 

on sex, age, city birthplace, years of French taken, and people you know who 

speak/spoke French.  They were also asked, on the back of this sheet, to answer the 

question, “What does it mean to you to be Cajun, or to be called Cajun?”     

 

3.5 The Survey 

Osgood et al’s methodology for measuring the affective components of language make 

possible a discussion of intra- as well as inter-language differences.  Not only is it 

possible to compare subjective thoughts about objective concepts within a given language 

(Romney, Moore, Batchelder, Hsia 2000), but it is also possible to make such 

comparisons between different languages (Moore, Romney, and Hsia 2002; Romney et al 

2000).   

 

All study participants are asked to complete two language-based surveys – one containing 

English words, and one containing their French/Cajun French counterparts.  The two 

forms are not necessarily direct translations, one of the other, but cultural translations as 
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deciphered and documented by James D. Faulk (1977).  Faulk’s dictionary is one of the 

best documented examples of the Cajun French language, and his book, Cajun French I, 

was an attempt to transcribe Cajun French grammar and vocabulary.  The survey items 

are taken from his book, which organizes vocabulary – containing both Cajun French (not 

Standard French) and English translations – by what Romney et al would refer to as 

semantic domains, or “an organized set of words, all on the same level of contrast, that 

refer to a single conceptual category” (2000:518).   

 

Two main elements of the original Acadian French culture have survived virtually 

unchanged in structure and practice from the time of the Grand Dérangement into 

present-day Louisiana culture: the religion of the area and the structure and importance of 

the family.  Religion – Catholicism – remains an important part of the Cajun culture of 

Southern Louisiana.  The right to practice their Catholic faith was the reason for 

immigration to North America from France in the 17
th

 century, and it was again one of 

the reasons for the Acadian expulsion by the British in the 18
th

 century from Nova Scotia.  

Catholicism is not simply another facet of life in Southern Louisiana; it is how people 

live (Allain 1978; Ancelet et al 1998).  The area is well known for its predominant 

Catholicism, being the sole pocket of Catholicism in the Bible Belt running through the 

southern United States.  It should be noted that though a few forms of Protestantism 

(specifically, Methodist and Baptist) are now prevalent in the area as well, it is the 

Catholic religion that is historically connected to Louisiana’s past (Wilds, Dufour, Cowan 

1996).  It is also the Catholic religion that defines the culture of the area through the 
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popularized celebrations of Lent and Mardi Gras, in particular.  Therefore, while present 

perceptions of the historic importance of Catholicism are important for a study of what it 

means to be Cajun, knowledge of a participant’s own religious background will also be 

important for the interpretation of such data.        

 

Religion is also inextricably tied to family in this culture.  The celebration of a birth, 

death, or Holy Day of Obligation usually involves a congregation of family members.  

Nothing is solitary; everything involves family.  The definition of family, however, leans 

more toward that of an “extended family” in other cultures.  The term encompasses the 

immediate family as well as aunts, uncles, cousins, and all distant relations, as well as 

close friends of the family.  Ties between families that are close to each other through 

friendship are often also manifested through religious ties, such as the asking of a close 

friend to stand as a godparent to one’s child.    

 

The lexical terms that comprise the Cajun French and English survey items are taken 

from Faulk’s Cajun French I, in which the author documents Cajun French vocabulary 

by domains, English translations, grammar, and pronunciations.  The corpus of words for 

which meanings have been collected are necessarily limited by time constraints due to the 

data collection format.  The words of interest, therefore, have been selected from a 

vocabulary most highly associated with areas of the culture historically significant to its 

French background.  As discussed, the domains pertaining to religion and family are 

considered relevant for the present study, as well as verbs and adjectives commonly used 
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in conversations involving such domains.  Using these pre-identified domains, 

approximately 42 target words (see Table 3.5) have been chosen for inclusion in the 

survey.  A copy of the English and Cajun French surveys may be found in Appendix A 

(A.1, A.2, & A.3 respectively).   

 

 

Table 3.5 – Target Words, English and French Surveys 

 English French   English French 

Religion Catholic Catholic  priest pretre 

 wedding marriage  God le Bon Dieu 

 mass la messe  heaven ciel 

 church eglise  hell l’enfer 

 Baptist Baptist  sinner pecheur 

      

Family mother mere  uncle n’onc 

 father pere  grandmother grandmere 

 child bebe  grandfather grandpere 

 daughter fille  grandchildren petits-enfants 

 son fils  husband mari 

 sister soeur  wife femme 

 brother frere  godchild fils/filleul 

 cousin 

(same in  

cousin 

En & Fr) 

 godfather parrain 

 aunt tante  godmother marraine 

      

Verbs to work travailler  to kiss embrasser 

 to eat manger  to laugh rire 

 to baptize baptizer  to sleep dormir 

 to dance danser    

      

Adjectives stupid bete  old vieux/vieille 

 dear cha/cher  young jeune 

 little petit/’tee  mischievous canaille 

      extra lagniappe 
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Each term is rated on a total of eight semantic differential scales (see Table 3.6a, 3.6b).  

Three are averaged to make up the Evaluation dimension, three for the Potency 

dimension, and two for the Activity dimension
39

.  Therefore, each term can be identified 

by a unique set of three numbers through which they may be located in a three-

dimensional space in relation to other terms and domains of terms.  Each dimensional 

score is arrived at by taking the average of the scores for the three (E and P) or two (A) 

indices.  These scores are computed in STATA 9.2 for each term rated by each 

participant in the study
40

.  This method will allow for the comparison of different 

languages as well as comparisons among different-aged speakers.   

 

Table 3.6a – E, P, A Scales (English) 

                        Positive            Negative 

Evaluation 

  

 Good Bad 

 Nice  Awful 

 Pleasant Unpleasant 

Potency 

  

 Powerful Powerless 

 Big Little 

 Active Inactive 

                                                
39

 In the initial round of data collection Activity/Inactivity loaded with the Potency indicators rather than 

with the Activity indicators.  While this is weaker in the full data, it does still hold.  Conversations with 

Lynn Smith-Lovin and David Heise indicate that this is not a problem as Activity often tends to be a 

somewhat blurred dimension in a society where Active is considered a good thing and Inactive considered 

a weak or bad thing.  Potency indicators are highly correlated with Evaluation indicators, which is also 

found in other data.   
40

 A score is not computed for the dimension if a participant does not give a rating for each of the indicator 

adjective pairs.  While this method of dealing with missing data does exclude anything that participants 

might have inadvertently skipped in the survey, it also means that each line of data for which there is an E, 

P, or A score is based on full data for that participant and term.   
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Activity 

  

 Noisy Quiet 

 Fast  Slow 

 

 

Table 3.6b – Ratings Format, English Survey  

Powerful _______________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good        _______________________________________________Bad 

 

Active  _______________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big  _______________________________________________Little 

 

Nice  _______________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy  _______________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast  _______________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant _______________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

 

English Survey 

The English interview and survey were always conducted first to make sure that all study 

participants had the same understanding of the process and instructions.  All Cohort 

participants completed the same English survey, which contained 42 terms and was 

seventeen pages long.  This survey took approximately 20 minutes for Cohort 2 and 3 

participants to complete, and anywhere from 30 minutes to one hour for Cohort 1 

participants to complete. 
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French Survey 

The structure of the French survey differed slightly between Cohort 1 and Cohorts 2 and 

3.  Because Cohort 1 participants identified as bilingual
41

, French adjectives were used on 

the rating scales.  As previously mentioned, Cajun French is not a written language, nor 

was the structure ever formalized into something that was taught to my Cohort 1 study 

participants.  This was a language learned at home and spoken at home and with friends.  

Therefore, while most respondents are both familiar with and use the noun and verb 

translations, the adjectives used to describe things differed slightly between respondents.   

 

The following format for rating terms was therefore used with Cohort 1 participants 

(Table 3.6c): 

 

Table 3.6c  French Survey format: Cohort 1 

 

Term 
 

Fort  _______________________________________________Faible 

 

Bon  _______________________________________________Mechant 

 

Actif  _______________________________________________Inactif 

 

Grand  _______________________________________________Petit  

 

Gentil  _______________________________________________Terrible 

 

Bruyant _______________________________________________Silencieux 

 

Vite  _______________________________________________Lent  

                                                
41

 Except for the four who identified as monolingual-English.  These participants were given the same 

French surveys used with Cohorts 2 and 3.   
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Pleasant _______________________________________________Désagréable 

 

 

 

Term 
 

  _______________________________________________ 

 

  _______________________________________________   

 

 _______________________________________________  

 

 _______________________________________________  

 

 _______________________________________________  

 

 _______________________________________________  

 

 _______________________________________________  

 

 _______________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

By the time we reached the French survey, study participants had already been speaking 

in French for the last hour.  I explained to them (in French) that the adjectives used in the 

area sometimes differ between speakers, and that we would have to come up with 

adjectives that made sense to them.  I would then ask them how they would say “the 

adjective in English” in French, using either a word or a phrase.  All of the different 

phrases offered as translations for the English adjectives may be found in Table 3.7 

below.  These words/phrases were then copied onto a transparency sheet which had had 

the center cut out, leaving an outline of the page upon which the translated words could 

be written while still leaving the center open for rating terms.  Where more than one term 
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is offered below as a translation, the first term was suggested by the interviewer; if a 

participant either did not know the suggested term or said they knew it but would not use 

it in conversation, they were asked to offer a term that they would use.  The second listed 

term was offered by the study participant.  For instance, while pretesting indicated that 

mechant would be the best translation to use for bad, two participants offered mauvais 

instead.  As well, vaillant, un tas de train, tranquille, and doucement were also common 

suggestions by participants for nice, noisy, quiet, and slow.    

 

Table 3.7  French adjectives 

Positive Negative  

English  French  English  French 

Powerful Fort Powerless  Faible 

Good Bon Bad Mechant 

Mauvais 

Active Actif Inactive Inactif 

Big Grand Little Petit 

Nice Gentil 

Vaillant 

Awful Terrible 

Noisy Bruyant 

Un tas de train 

Quiet Silencieux 

Tranquille 

Fast Vite Slow Lent 

Doucement 

Pleasant Pleasant Unpleasant Desagreable 

 

 

Cohorts 2 & 3 

Cohorts 2 and 3 received the same French-language survey.  Target words were written 

in French, though the indicator adjectives used for rating the terms were left written in 

English.  Certain French terms were also eliminated from these surveys.  These were 

terms that pretesting revealed were not used in speech by many in the elderly cohort, 

which led me to believe that they would not be known or used by younger speakers.  A 
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list of the French terms that were eliminated from the Cohort 2 and 3 French surveys may 

be found below in Table 3.8.  These terms were eliminated because several of the earlier 

Cohort 1 participants had trouble deciphering these words, even when they were 

pronounced out loud.  It was decided that if fluent French speakers did not use or know 

these words, then non-speakers could not be expected to know them either.   

 

Table 3.8  French terms not found in Cohort 2 and 3 French surveys 

English French  

Heaven 

Godchild 

Hell 

Sinner 

To laugh 

Husband 

Wife 

Ciel 

Fileul 

Enfer 

Pecheur 

Rire 

Mari 

Femme 

 

 

Survey Coding 

All surveys for all Cohorts – English and French – were coded identically.  All items are 

coded on a ruler ranging from +4.3 to -4.3, with zero (or neutral) sitting directly in the 

center of the line.  Positives and negatives were appropriately coded according to the 

position of the “positive” or “negative” term for each pair.  All survey data were coded 

by hand and with the same coding instrument.  In total, 173 surveys have been coded thus 

far.   

 

Indicator Factor Loadings 

As noted, the Active/Inactive adjective pairing, usually used as an indicator for the 

Activity dimension (and here intended as such), loaded and was more highly correlated 
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with the Potency indicators of Powerful/Powerless and Big/Little than with the Activity 

indicators of Noisy/Quiet and Fast/Slow.  Factor loadings for all indicators are shown in 

Table 3.9 below and correlations between indicators may be found in Table 3.10.     

Table 3.9 Factor Loadings for Indicators 

 Factor 1 Factor2 Factor3 

good 0.8500 -0.2204 -0.0860 

nice 0.8662 -0.2311 0.1890 

pleasant 0.8472 -0.2342 0.1766 

powerful 0.7162 0.0089 -0.2673 

big 0.6479 0.1262 -0.2804 

active 0.6743 0.2600 -0.1365 

noisy 0.1448 0.6028 0.1610 

fast 0.4030 0.5836 0.1373 

 

Table 3.10 Correlation Table for Indicators         

 good nice pleasant pwfl big active noisy fast 

good 1.0000        

nice 0.8260 1.0000       

pleasant 0.7979 0.8531 1.0000      

pwfl 0.6020 0.5557 0.5633 1.0000     

big 0.4867 0.4806 0.4654 0.5953 1.0000    

active 0.5099 0.5031 0.4795 0.5402 0.5387 1.0000   

noisy 0.0064 0.0091 0.0000 0.0624 0.1125 0.2274 1.0000  

fast 0.2206 0.2471 0.2422 0.2462 0.3050 0.4364 0.5353 1.0000 

 

Chapter 4 begins the data analysis section of the dissertation.  Beginning with Chapter 4, 

therefore, for the reader’s ease, the language and terms being discussed are ENGLISH 

unless otherwise specified.   
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CHAPTER 4 – A SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION OF “OLD AGE” IN CAJUN COUNTRY 

 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter combines quantitative, survey-based and qualitative, interview-based 

research to provide a well-rounded examination of how the elderly view themselves, how 

women, in particular, view old age and aging in a society that values youth, and why it is 

important to consider an age- and experience-based definition of aging rather than simply 

relying on views and interpretations of people who have not yet reached that milestone.  I 

consider a social construction of “old age” in general, for women, and in Louisiana, 

noting the differences and similarities between each category of analysis.  This chapter 

presents a more positive view on “old” age and aging than what is generally available in 

terms of US research.     

 

The impetus for this chapter, which was not a part of the original project proposal, arose 

from an initial examination of the qualitative data – simply listening to the elderly talk 

about their lives and how they see themselves.  Upon further examination, the accounts of 

old age and aging noted in the literature were not borne out by either the qualitative or the 

quantitative data.  Aging is often viewed as negative phase of life, the ending of 

something rather than a continuation of what already exists.  My study participants view 

the elderly – a group in which my Cohort 1 participants consider themselves to be 

members – more positively than general research in the US has shown.  As well, this 

view is consistent with how members of Cohorts 2 and 3 view the elderly, leading to the 

belief that these data are revealing a subcultural difference in how the elderly live and are 
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perceived, which may in turn point toward differences in the social structure in Louisiana 

that are more supportive of the elderly than exist in other areas of the country.   

 

4.2 “Old Age” in the US 

The Administration on Aging currently reports that the percentage of people aged 65 and 

older is expected to double by the year 2030 from the current rate of 12.5% of the 

population.  While aging has been something of a concern before now, it has achieved an 

almost frenzied state of study among academics who previously preferred to view age 

simply as a categorical variable (i.e. choose your age category from among the following 

choices); it has been something that could be divided and coded and examined in terms of 

its effects on things like mental health, social activity, and expected longevity.  More 

researchers are examining it now than ever before – the National Institute of Mental 

Health even offered a Post-Doc this year for a deserving researcher specifically to study 

the mental state of this aging population – and we are seeing it in a new light.  Age and 

aging have become more than passive variables; they are now identities, they are roles to 

be played during life which require more attention now that more people are reaching the 

category of “old”.  In fact, different terms have even been proposed (and here, adopted) 

for the disparate-though-continuous levels of “old”.  Walter Hahn, a self-designed elderly 

person, chooses to distinguish between the “old-old,” or those age 85 and above, and the 

mere “elderly,” or those age 65 to 85 (1992).  Since my research deals with both of these 

groups rather extensively, I felt it appropriate to devote a chapter to them in this 

dissertation. 
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Aging Theories  

The recent resurgence in importance of aging as a variable has led researchers to examine 

it more closely, leading to the reexamination of theories such as Activity Theory (Lemon, 

Bengston, and Peterson 1972), which states that having a healthy old age means being 

involved in as many activities as possible, vs. Disengagement Theory (Cumming and 

Henry 1961), which basically states the opposite – that older people expect and are 

expected to become less active as they grow older, essentially disengaging from society.  

These two theories go well beyond the citations I use (particularly for Disengagement 

Theory), though these citations represent some of the more recent interest in these ideas. 

 

Recent research, however, rather than seeking to explain age and aging as a destination – 

as simply a point in our lives at which we do more of some things and cease to do other 

things – views aging instead as a process, focusing on successful aging and the means 

through which it can be achieved (Crosnoe and Elder 2002).  Successful aging is defined 

as being well-adjusted to the physical, social, and emotional changes that accompany the 

progression of age.  It also focuses on ceasing to conceive of age and aging as a problem, 

which has become a general topic of discussion among sociologists and gerontologists 

(Hagestad 1999).   

 

Taking into account the idea that age is not a problem but another part of life and should 

be examined as such, Life-Course Theory (Elder 1998) is currently one of the more 
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popular views through which aging is examined.  Used more as a model for looking at 

aging rather than an actual theory, it views age as being on one end of the continuum of 

human development, something that can only be arrived at after hitting all the other 

stages of life.  Rather than viewing age as the completion of a phase, age here becomes 

simply another phase in the course of life, marked by certain social and physical traits 

and characteristics.  Also, it treats age as a conclusion of its own rather than merely as a 

contributing factor, a holistic view of aging, if you will (Crosnoe and Elder 2002).  The 

following section builds from this model of aging, viewing age and aging as a life-course 

process.  Age is actively accomplished and builds on previous life experience.   

 

The Social Construction of Aging (Doing Age) 

“The persistent and popular myth is that elders – persons 65-85 years old – are mostly old 

fogies, forgetful, sick or of limited ability, and generally out of it” (1992: 116).  This is 

how Walter Hahn begins his article “Aging America,” noting immediately after that 

although this sentence describes the general public perception of what it means to be a 

senior citizen, almost the reverse is true.  Current public policies were put into action 

when a relatively small percentage of the US population was “old,” and the people who 

created them were themselves “young” and unable to foresee the consequences of their 

(thought-to-be-back-then) civic-minded actions.  After all, when we become “old,” we 

will be by then resigned to doing nothing…won’t we?  
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The theoretical idea of social construction incorporates the symbolic interaction-based 

notion that meanings are constructed through interaction, that it is possible to “do” 

different roles and identities (a la West and Zimmerman’s 1987 Doing Gender) because 

they have meaning for us based on how we and others act and react toward them in 

different social situations.  Laz (1998) draws the sociology of age into the realm of social 

roles that are “done” or accomplished, conceptualizing age as something that is “created, 

maintained, challenged, and transformed; how assumptions and beliefs about age in 

general and about particular age categories inform and are reinforced by social statuses, 

norms, roles, institutions, and social structures; and how age patterns individual lives and 

experiences even as individuals accomplish age” (90).  Age, therefore, becomes a 

performance, something that is accomplished, rather than simply a chronological fact 

(85).  

 

In thinking about doing age, we must first acknowledge that the elderly face different 

challenges from the rest of society in terms of the roles they occupy (and do not occupy).  

While “working” identities are closer to reality for the elderly than for the old-old, this 

type of identity was difficult to relinquish for the age group of interest.  People are 

retiring early and choosing to enjoy their later years away from the daily grind of a 9-to-5 

job.  While this will affect the current middle-aged population in terms of “working” 

identities, however, the current elderly and old-old population were reared during the 

Great Depression.  This generation entered the working world at a young age and many 

only left it when they could no longer physically or mentally cope with the requirements 
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of their professions.  What becomes important to someone when they abandon such a 

crucial identity?  How is social life maintained?  How is it transformed?   

 

While many researchers have examined transitions between age identities and age 

identity identification (for discussion see Logan, Ward, and Spitze 1992), few have 

sought such information from the elderly themselves. For most researchers, age is a 

rather simple fact; it is a categorical variable by which a sample may be divided and 

coded.  Often, it is a measure by which disease, mortality, and life satisfaction are 

measured.  Left out of these quantitative equations, however, is the perception of those 

lumped into these “aged” categories themselves, both as a group and in relation to other 

categories.  Do the aged view themselves as we, who research and write about them, do?   

 

This is not an easy population to work with, although Mutran and George (1982) created 

an admirable sample in their attempt to distinguish stereotypical views of an identity 

from typical views, or asking how a respondent thinks of someone who is “old” 

(stereotypical) rather than asking how they see themselves as an “old” person (typical).  

While finding fairly small (though still significant) correlation between the stereotypical 

and typical views of an age-based role/identity, they do not describe the breakdown of 

their sample.  They note that people in their sample characterized an “old” role/identity 

(versus a “middle-aged” role/identity) as having both positive and negative aspects as 

well as that being “old” led to lower scores on activity-related rating items.  The do not, 

however, give an age-breakdown of their sample, which consists of 341 people between 
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the ages of 47 and 96 (867).  The type of affective-ratings data collected is at times 

confusing for younger people when the researcher is actually present; these data were 

collected through mailed-in surveys (867).  How, then, do we know that these ratings 

actually represent the elderly considering themselves and other elderly people?  The 

answer is that we do not, which is one of the reasons the present research is important.   

 

A Social Construction of Aging for Women 

 

I have chosen to focus this chapter on the women in my study because of how older 

women are perceived in society.  There are not as many men as there are women in this 

age group, but women tend to be treated more harshly than men in a society that values 

male above female, which is how the women in this age group have experienced life. 

 

The construction of old age usually cited is that the elderly are “decrepit, alone, sickly, 

and poor” (Matthews 1979).  Of course, views of old age are usually constructed by those 

who have not yet reached it, and though several of the researchers already cited note that 

things have changed in recent years, much remains the same.  Old age for women is still 

marked by a sense of aloneness – many women experience the passing of their spouse 

and friends, leaving them with a very limited social support network.  Their children’s 

children now have families of their own, rendering their own care-giving – which was a 

very important identity for most of their lives – outdated and unnecessary.  Most people 

do experience declining health as they get older, and though this is still the case, good 

health is being prolonged for many by advances in medicine.     
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Also, while the very old and the very young used to be among the most likely people to 

be destitute and living below the poverty line, older people have risen in the ranks of the 

wealthy.  How well a person lives often depends Social Security (a public policy, as 

noted earlier, that was created without the actual realities of life as an elderly person in 

mind), retirement, and how much they have socked away.  However, the majority of 

elderly people live fairly simple lives because they simply have less going on – due, 

again, to many of the other issues just mentioned.   

 

While some things have changed, this is still generally how a social construction of old 

age looks.  Matthew’s account of how women deal with age and aging presents a dire and 

rather dismal account of growing older in American society, and we need look no further 

than the messages American media send us to verify this position.  Aging is more socially 

devastating for women than it is for men, though researchers often present the opposite – 

men are more often the ones who suffer identity loss at retirement, being forced to 

redefine themselves without a work identity (Beeson 1975).  Physically, however, women 

have more at stake in aging – or at least the media would have us believe this to be so.  

Not only are men virile and capable of fathering children well into old age whereas a 

woman’s ability to carry a child is, in most cases, lost by late-middle age, but silver-

haired, lined men are portrayed in film and literature as both sexy and desirable.  

Conversely, it is relatively rare to find older women portrayed as sexy seductresses.  

Desirability, and often the happiness deriving from such a state, is judged for the female 
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of our species based on our physical appearance: the number of lines visible on our faces, 

how high or low our breasts sit on our chests, the tautness of the skin on our bodies – all 

of these things count against women in our society as we age.  Women are told by nearly 

every media source that we should be striving to look and feel younger.  We are told that 

we should hide our true age and aim instead for having people think we are 10 to 20 years 

younger than we are (Van der Leun, 5 Things You Must Do to Age Beautifully).  

Clothing, lotions and crèmes, make-up, injections, and even surgery are all touted as 

elixirs for regaining a lost youthful appearance.  In other words, many of the negative 

aspects of aging can be avoided or staved off by, in essence, refusing to grow old.  Why 

let nature take its course?  Nature is a woman’s natural enemy, we are told.  It is a force 

to be avoided, not embraced.   

 

With messages such as this staring us in the face, how can we but accept the idea that 

being old is awful?  We are led to believe that aging is an unpleasant thing with 

unpleasant consequences, both physically and emotionally. In other words, in doing age, 

we should be attempting to avoid aging.  However, is this the elderly population speaking 

about what it is like to be old, or is it a younger generation projecting their fears of 

growing old?   
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Aging in the South 

This study is based on a particular sub-culture – Louisiana Cajuns, or descendants of the 

French Acadians expelled from Nova Scotia by the English in the mid-1700s
42

 – Cajun 

Country being defined as the dark red area on this map of Louisiana.   

 

Figure 3.1 (repeated) Map of Louisiana 

  
 

For this reason, the data presented here are not meant to be generalizable to the rest of 

society.  I am talking about a particular subset of people in the South – people who still 

speak French instead of Spanish (which is the current need-to-know minority language in 

the US), a cluster of Catholics in the middle of the Bible Belt, people for whom family is 

very important and very tied to their religious roots.  These differences, based in their 

historical roots, meant they were socially as well as geographically isolated until the early 

20
th

 century.  Also part of this culture is the idea of living by the phrase Laissez les bons 

temps roulez; this is a place where Mardi Gras is still a holiday worthy of shutting down 

schools and businesses.  People who visit Louisiana come away saying there’s something 

                                                
42

 See Chapter 2 for a full discussion. 
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different about the people there, and it can be seen in how the older people in this area 

view both themselves and the process of growing older.  

 

I find that, in general, the “decrepit, alone, sickly, and poor” description of the elderly 

does not hold here.  Family and friendship relations – both with younger and older 

generations – are incredibly important.  Life here is slower paced and very simple, likely 

due to much of the area still being quite rural – I conducted many interviews in areas 

where I had no bars on my cell phone.  And while no one is immune to the 

aforementioned “youth-craze” of today’s society, the women in my study are driven more 

by pride in family and relationships than by a desire to hide their age and appear younger 

than their years.  In fact, age is a source of pride here, not shame.  People also consider 

their health and mobility to be comparative not to younger generations, but to older 

generations.  While they do less because their bodies can do less than when they were 

younger, they are much more active than their own parents or grandparents were able to 

be in their old age.  This is a general view of old age in South Louisiana, based on my 

quantitative and qualitative research.      

 

4.3 Data 

The Study Participants – My Cajun Queens 

The women I discuss in this chapter are all Cohort 1 study participants.  They were 

recruited because they all self-define as Cajun and all but three speak both English and 

Cajun French, which is why their ages vary.  Though they are all in my “elderly” cohort, 
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this is more due to shared life experiences as children than to their specific ages.  In other 

words, I was more interested in language skills and childhood experiences attached to 

birth cohort than in a strict definition of birth cohort.  They are generally “elderly” and 

“old old” women who were born, grew up, and currently live in South Louisiana.  All 

have children and all were married, though thirteen now have deceased spouses.  They 

range in age from 63 to 88, with an average age of 77.  Most of the women in this Cohort 

live within 15 to 20 miles of the area they were born in, and most did not work outside 

the home while their children were growing up.     

 

The Interviews 

 

All of the women in Cohort 1 sat through at least one 2-hour interview
43

.  All English 

interviews began with demographic information, and the videotaping
44

 process was 

explained at the start of each interview.  Interviews were only loosely structured by the 

interviewer (myself) – several prompt questions were used to start a participant on a new 

line of personal history, but they were only used if needed.  If an interviewee decided to 

keep talking, I only interjected minimally, usually for clarification purposes.  During the 

interviews, study participants are asked to talk about their lives, beginning with the 

earliest memories they have from childhood.  The videotaped portion of the interview 

generally lasted ~1-hour and the survey usually took another hour on average.  I only 
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 Those who are bilingual participated in two different, 2-hour interviews, one in English and one in 

French.   
44

 A few of the interviews were audio-taped instead of videotaped, which was offered as an alternative 

option if the interviewee expressed discomfort about being videotaped.  Two interviews were audio-taped 

because of participants’ discomfort with the video camera; two were audio-taped because of a malfunction 

of the video equipment.        
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commented during the survey if I was asked a direct question about how to interpret a 

survey item.  Otherwise, I did not observe the types of answers the interviewee marked in 

the survey form (this type of observational behavior tends to make people nervous).  

Following the survey, I spent time chatting with the interviewee “off the record,” some of 

the results of which are recorded in the daily field notes for the project.  While it was not 

the main focus of the interview, many participants did choose to discuss how they view 

themselves and other people in their age group, as well as what differences they have 

observed between themselves, their parents and grandparents, and their own children and 

grandchildren.  This information, both quantitative and qualitative, is the focus of the 

present chapter.   

 

The Affect of Aging – Quantitative Survey Responses 

The quantitative data presented here are based on how people affectively interpret 

language as it relates to the culture they live in
45

.  Pioneered by Osgood, Suci, and 

Tannenbaum in their 1957 book Measurement of Meaning and described elsewhere in 

this dissertation, I use the universal dimensions of meaning (Evaluation (E), Potency (P), 

Activity (A)) to track intergenerational differences in meaning within a particular culture.  

Working with elderly, middle-aged, and high school-aged participants allows for a 

dynamic view of how perceptions of a culture change over time.  I focus here on the 

elderly sample to illustrate how the elderly view members of their own generational 

cohort.  Researchers working in the realm of affective meanings of language are able to 
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See Chapter 1 for full discussion.   
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get at these three universal dimensions of meaning using indicators composed of paired 

opposing adjectives, like the ones show in Table 4.1.   

 

 Table 4.1 Affective Indicators  

Evaluation Potency Activity 

+ - + - + - 

Good Bad Powerful Powerless/Weak Active Inactive 

Nice Awful Big Little Noisy Quiet 

Pleasant Unpleasant   Fast Slow 

 

The adjectives are paired as a semantic differential, where each adjective sits at one end 

of a line.  Study participants are then given the instructions, “Place an x on the line 

between the 2 words where you feel the term being asked about lies” (see Figure 4.2).  

The marks on the lines are coded on a continuous Likert-type scale ranging from +4.3 to 

–4.3
46

.  These dimensions, or scales, help to give us a well-rounded, multi-dimensional 

image of how people feel about concepts connected with their culture.   

 

Figure 4.1 Example Survey Item 
Term 

      Good --------------------------------------------------------------------------------- Bad 

 

Before we examine the new data at hand, let us first examine existing data on how the 

elderly are viewed.  Taken from David Heise’s Program Interact
47

, which contains 

average affective ratings for a number of languages, countries, and cultures, including the 

US, we see in Table 4.2 that in general, Americans (only the American data are used 

here) do not have a very positive view of people who are “old.”    

                                                
46

 +4.3 and –4.3 are used here in order to match the data with what is used by Affect Control Theory 

researchers.   
47

 www.indiana.edu/~socpsy/ACT/index.htm 
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Table 4.2 Affective Ratings, Program Interact 

 E P A 

Old -.68 -.79 -1.47 

   

These data in Program Interact will serve as a baseline comparison for the new data, 

though it will be significant that Francis and Heise collected these data in 2003 from 

undergraduate college students.  A basic tenet of Affect Control Theory – the ideas of 

which much of the present research are based on – is that anyone who claims to be a 

member of a particular culture is considered a cultural expert.  By this reasoning, anyone 

who considers him/herself to be American is a cultural expert on American life and, 

hence, language-based affective meaning connected to general American culture.   

 

Returning to the numbers in Table 4.2, we see negative numbers across the board for the 

identity “old,” remembering that these numbers are usually viewed on a scale from +4.3 

to -4.3.  Negative numbers here indicate that being “old” is more bad than good 

(Evaluation), more weak than strong (Potency), and fairly quiet and still (Activity).  

Adding in family-based identities of grandfather and grandmother raises these numbers 

in a positive direction (see Table 4.3), meaning that – according to Americans in general 

– elderly people who are connected to a family are much more good, a little more 

powerful, and a little more active-type people than people who we identify simply as 

“old.”   

Table 4.3 Affective Ratings, Program Interact  

 E P A 

Old -.68 -.79 -1.47 

Grandfather 2.00 1.18 -.05 

Grandmother 2.64 0.70 0.07 
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This study is generational, which gives us a chance to see how the elderly view 

themselves as well as how they are viewed by other members of society.  Therefore, let 

us now compare these numbers with comparable data collected from Cohort 1, recorded 

in Table 4.4.   

 

Table 4.4 Affective Ratings for American Data and Cohort 1
48

 

 American Ratings
49

 LA, Cohort 1, N=31 

 E P A E P A 

Old -.68 -.79 -1.47 1.60 0.43 -.74 

Gr.father 2.00 1.18 -.05 3.28 3.07 0.41 

Gr.mother 2.64 0.70 0.07 3.48 2.86 0.70 

Diffs E P A 

Old 2.28*** (5.97) 1.22**(2.83) .73
 
(1.67) 

GrF 1.28*** (8.44) 1.91*** (9.79) .4 (1.05) 

GrM .84*** (6.63) 2.03*** (7.78) .49
 
 (1.10) 

     ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05; t-scores in parentheses 

 

The first point to note in Table 4.4 is that people who actually are “old” see themselves as 

much more Good, more Powerful, and more active than Americans generally see them.  

According to grandparents – all but a couple of people in my sample do not have 

grandchildren – grandparents are way-good, way-powerful people, and much more active 

than we all think they are.  To be “old” in general is less of all of these things, but again, 

being old is an identity less connected to family than to be a grandparent, and family is 

very important in Louisiana. 

                                                
48

 Cohort 1: N=31 (male & female data) 
49

 I say “American” because this is how the data are labeled in Program Interact.  ACT considers anyone 

who is a member of a culture to be a cultural expert, and therefore capable of giving accurate affective 

ratings based on that culture.  The “American” data are therefore drawn from American college students, 

though they are given the general label of American.  I will return to this point later in the chapter.   
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Even when we add in information on how middle-aged people (see Cohort 2, Table 4.5) – 

who I define as basically the children of my Cohort 1 respondents – see elderly people, 

they are very close to the Cohort 1 Louisiana sample.  While many of the Cohort 2 

differences are significant when compared with the American sample, they are not 

significantly different from the Cohort 1 sample, indicating that people in this subculture 

see things differently from the American norm.   

 

Table 4.5
50

 Comparative Affective Ratings (American, Cohort 1, Cohort 2) 

American Ratings Cohort 1 (elderly) Cohort 2 (mid-aged)  

E P A E P A E P A 

Old -.68 -.79 -1.47 1.60 0.43 -.74 2.35  1.35 -1.35 

GrF 2.00 1.18 -.05 3.28 3.07 0.41 3.31 2.77 -0.16 

GrM 2.64 0.70 0.07 3.48 2.86 0.70 3.50 2.41 -.92  

Diffs E P A 

Old 3.04*** (9.30) 2.14*** (7.86) .12 (.37) 

GrF 1.31*** (9.12) 1.60***(6.63) -.11 (-.33) 

GrM .86*** (7.44) 1.71*** (5.80) -.99* (-2.21) 

 Sig. tests are for Cohort 2 compared to American Ratings 

 There are so significant differences between Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 data. 

    ***p<.001, *p<.05, t-scores in parentheses 

   

This idea is further bolstered when we consider the data for Cohort 3 – the high school-

aged respondents (see Table 4.6).  Again, the Cohort 3 data are not significantly different 

from the Cohort 1 data (not shown), though the Cohort 3 data are significantly different 

from the American data (shown, Table 4.6).  This is especially significant when we 

consider that the Interact data for “Americans” are taken from Francis and Heise’s 2003 

data, which were collected from college-aged students.  If we were looking at age-based 

differences, we would likely see more affinity between the Interact American data and 
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 Cohort 1: N=31; Cohort 2: N=29 ; N is the number of Cohort participants because only 1 term is being 

rated at a time. 



 

 

123 

the Cohort 3 data, because these are basically the same age group, but the data do not 

bear this out.  The continued dissimilarities between these data and the Interact data 

bolster the idea that we are looking at subcultural differences here, not simply age-based 

differences.   

 

Table 4.6 Comparative Affective Ratings (American Ratings, Cohort 3
51

) 

American Ratings Cohort 3  

E P A E P A 

Old -.68 -.79 -1.47 2.32 0.37 -0.85 

Grandfather 2.00 1.18 -.05 3.48 2.78 0.49 

Grandmother 2.64 0.70 0.07 3.47 2.39 1.26 

Diffs E P A 

Old 3.0*** (8.21) 1.16** (2.52) .62
a
 (1.32) 

GrF 1.48*** (8.07) 1.60*** (4.85) .54 (1.18) 

GrM .83*** (4.21) 1.69*** (4.91) 1.19** (2.6) 

 Diffs are between American Ratings and Cohort 3, t-scores in parentheses 

  ***p<.001; **p<.01; 
a
 p<.10 

  

 

Coming back to the Cohort 1 data (Table 4.4 & 4.5), what these numbers tell us is that 

those people who hold elderly identities think the elderly are more good and more 

powerful in a positive direction than the rest of the country would have us believe.  They 

also see elderly people as more active, though these numbers are not quite as strong.  

Also, while I am focusing on the women in my study for this chapter, I have included all 

of my study participants in the quantitative data for safety in numbers because the sample 

numbers are small.  The data show the same exact same patterns when I separate the male 

and female participants.  In order to tease out some of these differences in how people in 

South Louisiana tend to view the elderly and old age, I report some of my qualitative data 
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 Cohort 3, N=28 (1 term being rated by each participant) 
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below to let my female study participants say in their own words how they view the 

situation.     

 

The question here is about what we are seeing in terms of culture.  The ideas found in 

symbolic interaction underlie the notion that we can form common cultural meanings.  

Common cultural meanings are what allow us to understand and share interpretations of 

roles and identities based in that culture, and these interpretations are what we pick up in 

the affective ratings, which measure the feelings behind the symbols used in a particular 

culture.  Does the dominant, mainstream US culture that we all share as Americans 

control our cultural meanings, or can subcultural meanings be strong enough to supercede 

the mainstream? 

 

 

Personal Thoughts and Views on Aging – Qualitative Interviews 

None of the study participants were asked directly about their views on age and aging, 

though many chose to comment on it during the interview.  In order to tease out some of 

these differences in how people in the South – or the Cajuns, at least – tend to view old 

age, I will allow some of the ladies in my study to speak in their own voices as to how 

they view the situation.  (Photos of participants appear below their statements.) 

 

As for hiding their age?  Never!  Ms. Taddy Castille makes this quite clear in reciting her 

age for the camera.   
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Figure 4.2 Photo: Ms. Taddy 

  I’m 89 years old…July the 22nd…I’ll be 89 years old. 
 

 
 

Though none of my other ladies are on tape reciting their ages and when their next 

birthdays are, this is information every one of them gave me, and every one of them told 

me with a great deal of pride how old they were, because many stated, particularly during 

the survey when rating the “old” and related identities, that being “old” is equated with 

having a certain amount of wisdom about life. 

 

While being “old” isn’t something to be ashamed of, fear of disease – particularly fear of 

losing their mental faculties – is a real concern that many must confront.  Ms. Anne talks 

about the difference between being old and in good health, versus being old and in a 

nursing home. 

 

(Ms. Anne) …her daddy had Alzheimer’s disease…they had to put a feeder…you 

don’t know when you hungry when you have that.  It’s sad.  I hope I don’t catch 

that.  And you can’t imagine the people in nursing homes that has that. 
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Figure 4.3 Photo: Ms. Ann 

 

 
 

AAAAAAAAA 

 

Alzheimer’s was also a concern voiced by Ms. Rena. 

(Ms. Rena)  I want my mind open as long as it can stay open, because I know, I 

know that you don’t pick if you’re gonna have Alzheimer’s, but I think if you 

keep your mind going and you keep busy, maybe it’ll help.   

 

Figure 4.4 Photo: Ms. Rena 
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Loss of mobility is another real concern – one that can severely limit activity.  Mr. Lee 

has back problems that keep resurfacing, but the kids are always there to help, as Ms. 

Effie notes: 

 (Mr. Lee) A couple of years ago I hurt my back again… 

(Ms. Effie) Blamed me for it, because I went outside in my nightgown and duster 

to help him, and he said I affected him, that’s why…I distracted his attention.  

And then I had to come inside and call my son-in-law, the grandson answered and 

I said, “Sean, Paw-Paw fell in the garden, we need you to come help.  “Ok, me 

an’ daddy’s goin’, we’re on our way.  So, uh, they came and helped him get up! 

 

Figure 4.5 Photo: Ms. Effie & Mr. Lee Roy  

 
 

Note: For study participants whose spouse was home when I arrived for the interview, I 

gave them the option of sitting for the interview together or alone.  This was one of the 

couples who chose to do the interview together.   

 

While limited mobility is a concern for many of the elderly, Ms. Rena, is one of the most 

agile over-70’s I have ever met in my life. 
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(Interviewer) I will tell you I do not meet many 77 year olds who can get down 

and up off the floor as fast as you did. 

(Ms. Rena) I can, Tiffiny, I can sit Indian-style for a length of time…I can do this, 

not worry about it, and just be right on up… 

 

In terms of health, Ms. Bea voices the idea that that being old isn’t so bad as long as 

you’re healthy.  

(Ms. Bea) The days of modern medicine is pushing us to live a lot longer…And 

well… You know, if you live longer and you’re not well and you’re sick and 

you’re in pain all the time, it’s not worth it.  But this is good! 

 

Figure 4.6 Photo: Ms. Bea 

 
 

As well, several women voiced the idea that old now is not what it used to be back when.  

The definition of “old” has been pushed back, as seen by Ms. Lena Olivier speaking of 

her grandmother…: 

 (Ms. Lena) My grandmother…she died at 68…she was…well it was old at the 

time. 
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Figure 4.7 Photo: Ms. Lena 

 

 
 

 

…and Ms. Clelie Berard, speaking of her own mother: 

(Ms. Clelie) …she died young – 63.  Heart trouble like I have…the same thing 

she’s got, but I have a good heart doctor and I have medication, They didn’t have 

that in that time, you see. 

 

Figure 4.8 Photo: Ms. Clelie 

 

 
 

Many of the women I interviewed are widows – some twice over – and loneliness was a 

topic often broached.  At times, there was a certain sadness associated with it, as with Ms. 

Rose, who, though she loves her family dearly, finds something lacking in life without 

her husband: 
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(Ms. Rose) …So anyway, I can’t say otherwise.  I’ve had a good life.  I loved my 

husband, I was true to him, he was true to me.  But…those days are gone…  

 

Figure 4.9 Photo: Ms. Rose 

 

 
 

As well, because women tend to outlive their spouses, widowhood has been more of a 

concern in research on women than on men, since marriage is often regarded as the 

primary source of support in an elderly man’s life. 

The others speak of loneliness, though many find it to be tempered by the friendships 

they’ve formed through their losses, such as Ms. Anne (pictured earlier).  The reference 

to “Savannah Mae” is to her across-the-street neighbor for the past 20 years: 

(Ms. Anne) …we had a good life and we had a hard life too you know, at 

times…It was …we were always happy, always happy.  Happier than I am now, 

‘cause I’m by myself now…it’s not nice to close your house once you alone.  It’s 

hard sometimes.  Especially when you get a certain age…and my husband died 30 

years ago.  So it’s very hard sometimes.  I have Savannah Mae, though…  She’s a 

doll.  
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Women have more chances to form these types of friendships because loss of spouse 

forces them to look elsewhere for companionship.   

 

Ms. Martha told me about a friendship of hers that might’ve been something more, 

talking about the reality of being single again and the activities that go with it.  

(Ms. Martha) …I do have a friend and we [go dancing] every now and then…his 

wife died a little bit after Richard did….they used to walk in the mall in the 

morning and our kids went to school together…and, it was just before Christmas-

time, he asked me to a party, and it was so strange…You know, after being 

married, we were married almost 50 years – he’d been married a long time to – 

and I said, Oh my God!, I feel like a kid going out on their first date…   

 

Figure 4.10 Photo: Ms. Martha 

 

 
 

Even Ms. Bea (pictured earlier), who had open heart surgery just 4 years ago, finds 

herself to be more active than she has been in years, though it should be noted that she 

has been forced to give up dancing to a large extent, but due to a hip injury, not the heart 

surgery. 
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(Ms. Bea) …but I still go out a lot…I play pokeno - I belong to two clubs - and 

then I play Cadillac once a week.  It’s a card game…with some friends.  

So…that’s outings at night…go out to eat… 

 

In terms of hobbies and activities, these people get around. 

 (Interviewer) What are some of your hobbies right now? 

(Ms. Rena, pictured earlier) Huh, not too much right now.  Reading, as you can 

see, would you look at the books back there I haven’t read?…I’ve gotta return 

some of those.  Reading, and I love to play Bingo, I go to Bingo at least four times 

a week.  And then now we started going to the casino on Sunday, for ‘bout 3 

hours.  We eat lunch over there and gamble a little bit.  Not heavy gamblin’, not 

big stakes, but…losses. (Laughing)  But I love to play Bingo.  That’s mostly what 

I do.   

 

(Ms. Betty) Well, I do a lot of volunteering at church, at my grandchildren’s 

schools.  I, um, my lil’ granddaughter is now in middle school, now that my 

grandson’s in high school there’s not that much volunteering, but I do volunteer at 

my granddaughter’s middle school.  I work in the library every Monday, from 12 

to 3:30, so that keeps me busy.  Then I do a lot of volunteering at church, and I do 

quilting around the house, I still do all of my housework and the cooking… 
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Figure 4.11 Photo: Ms. Betty 

 

 
  

(Ms. Effie, pictured earlier)  …quilting and crocheting is prob’ly it.  

(Mr. Lee) She makin’ booties. 

(Ms. Effie) I’m makin’ baby booties right now, just, just for the fun of it…I’ll 

prob’ly donate ‘em to the ‘merican Legion, and then they can sell ‘em in their 

shop.  Or whenever there’s someone pregnant I’ll give ‘em a pair, my little 

neighbor is pregnant, I brought her two pairs, and things like that. I quilt, I sew, 

my grandchildren come, ‘Maw-Maw, I need some patches on these pants,’ or I 

need this sewed, so I do that.  I, I know how to sew quite bien.  And like I said, 

quilting is my favorite pastime.  I get together with, uh, my first cousins, and we 

get together and we quilt…and party… 

(Mr. Lee) …and y’all BS…  (laughing) 

(Ms. Effie) …well, yeah, but I mean, uh…and one night we went quilting and, 

well, we all wanted to have a drink, so one of the cousins called her daughter, 

“We all want some drinks but we can’t leave, so can you come bring us some.” So 

she brought us some then that way we couldn’t leave the house either. So we just 

spent the night there.  That’s one thing we like to do is get together.  
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And then we have the importance of family, mentioned by every one of my study 

participants, though summed up very concisely by these three. 

 (Interviewer) How many children did you and your husband have? 

(Ms. Rena, pictured earlier) Two. Two sons.  And I have four grandsons.  And a 

great grandson coming up, that’ll be my first one. So I said, ‘Seven sons!’ You 

know…all boys… 

  

(Interviewer) Children?   

(Ms. Ruby) I have six.   

(Interviewer) And how many grandchildren do you have? 

(Ms. Ruby) Ok, grandchildren, I have fourteen.  

(Interviewer) Wow.  Do you have any great grandchildren yet? 

(Ms. Ruby) I have fourteen of those also.  

  

(Ms. Effie, pictured earlier) Yeah, our family is big, his family is not… 

(Mr. Lee) (laughing)  Yeah we have fifteen grand children, and five great grand 

children, and one great-great step grandchild… 

 (Ms. Effie) yeah, so, we do a lot with them… 

 

4.4 Discussion 
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The social construction of old age – or how we act toward the elderly based on the 

meanings we assign to old age – is very different for those considered to be “old” than for 

those in other age categories, at least affectively.  Given the stigma attached to old age 

and aging in mainstream US media, a social construction of old age and growing older – 

in Louisiana, at least – isn’t as negative as some of these sources might have us believe. 

and it is much more positive than others have found.  None of the women I interviewed 

specifically mentioned anything about money as adults, or the lack of it.  While this does 

not mean that they have absolutely no financial problems.  None of them would be 

considered wealthy by modern standards, though they noted that they are comfortable 

and have more than their own parents did.   Most grew up out in the country as farmers’ 

daughters.  They mentioned that life was hard, and that they were only semi- to unaware 

as children that they didn’t have money.  In fact, the most consistently mentioned 

important factor in their lives was family, not money.  Most could tell me exactly – down 

to the youngest great-great-grandchild – just how prolific they have been.  A majority of 

the people I interviewed boast a very close relationship with their progeny, and this 

provides the greatest source of pride and comfort in their lives.  I should also mention 

that most of the women currently live in the same town or city they grew up in, and that 

most of their children generally live within a 20-minute drive.  So, friendships are 

incredibly important, and they exist not only between neighbors, but also inter-

generationally in families.  Slower-paced lives in more rural areas are easier to live 

because there’s less going on for residents to deal with – their lives can keep up with the 

pace – they don’t feel inactive.  All generations seem to think well and highly of the 
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elderly in Louisiana, and the elderly themselves seem satisfied with their health and 

mobility because they compare themselves not with what the younger generations have, 

but with what their own parents didn’t have.  In terms of theories of age and aging, this 

information is very much in line with a Life-Course model, viewing old age as a 

culmination and comparison of life experiences rather than as a sum of what they do and 

why they do it.    

 

Social psychologically, this study comments, in symbolic interaction terms, on data 

collection in subcultures.  Other researchers have found subcultural affective differences 

based in shared activity – doing things together (Smith-Lovin and Douglas 1992).  My 

study finds cross-generational similarities in a culture defined by its historical roots rather 

than in common activities.  I think the longevity and cohesiveness of a community affects 

noticeable differences in how members of that culture perceive their culture.  I also think 

that the generational consistency I am finding is based on the close-knit nature of the 

community.  This fact has led to conformity on perceptions, and hence on affective 

ratings.   My study has also led to methodological advancements on data collection with 

non-standard populations.  The elderly have a lot of information to contribute, but they 

are not the easiest group to get this kind of information from.   

 

In addition to adding to the literature in social psychology, the study also comments on 

social capital.  Putnam’s Bowling Alone (2001) states that more Americans are currently 

bowling on their own rather than in leagues and that social capital is on the decline, a 
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point raised more recently by McPherson, Smith-Lovin and Brashears (2006) in terms of 

the shrinking discussion networks of Americans.  Americans in general (McPherson et al 

use GSS network module data for their analysis) may be turning less often to other 

people for social needs, but this phenomenon may not apply across the board.  People 

may be bowling alone, but my study indicates “pockets” of difference, signaled by older, 

close-knit communities where social capital still does exist in the form of family and 

friendship ties.  I studied Louisiana Cajuns because they provided a perfect example for 

this project, and because it is my own heritage; however, we should expect to observe 

this phenomenon in other communities with a similar structure.    

 

While surveys provide a great deal of quantitatively useful information, listening to what 

participants actually say about the things we ask them to do provides a very different type 

of information.  Age and aging are relevant topics because of current demographic trends.  

Most researchers choose to study it using surveys – favoring quantity of information over 

depth.  Though depth takes both time and patience, listening to what study participants 

say – and how they say it – gives us information about how the elderly view their own 

lives, rather than simply relying on younger generations to project their own ideas about 

this stage of life. 

 

What we should learn from this study, therefore, is that formulating a socially constructed 

definition based on the ideas and actions of the group we are thinking about can yield 

different answers to the questions we are trying to ask, in comparison to a focus on the 
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views of “people at large.”  Combining quantitative and qualitative research in this way 

gives a huge amount of depth to our work through letting the people we research speak 

for themselves, thereby giving a real voice to the work we do and letting our work truly 

speak for the people we research.   
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CHAPTER 5 – LANGUAGE, CULTURE, AND BILINGUALISM 

 

5.1 Two Tongues in One Mind?   

The initial motivating question for this study was whether speakers who use different 

languages think the same thoughts when they use those different languages.  How does 

(or more simply, does) meaning change for bilingual speakers when they speak in their 

different native tongues?  Do affective meanings translate like objective, dictionary 

definitions of words, or are there subtle and distinctive shifts in meaning between 

languages?  This chapter deals with the primary issue of understanding cultural 

distinction within a bilingual community through affective components of language, 

asking the following research question: 

RQ1: Do bilingual speakers hold different meanings for words in different 

languages that have the same translated meanings? 

The literature of import for this question rests in the area of sociolinguistics.  Specifically, 

I will examine literature on language death, incorporating some linguistic studies on 

bilingual communities.  Does meaning differ by language for bilingual speakers?   

 

The language of interest here is Cajun French; therefore, I begin with a discussion of the 

documentation of this language, which is still for the most part a spoken language only.  

There have been two major and exhaustive attempts to document the Cajun French 

language in dictionary form to date.  One is the Reverend Monsignor Jules O. Daigle’s A 

Dictionary of the Cajun Language (1984); the other is James D. Faulk’s Cajun French I 
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(1977), which was actually a backlash against CODOFILs
52

 policy of importing French 

teachers for the area schools, which was considered insensitive to the cultural struggle 

and development of French Louisiana (Ancelet 2001).  Ancelet’s critique (1988) of 

Faulk’s work is that it does not contain an orthography for the Cajun French language, 

proposing instead that it should be written as it is pronounced (Faulk uses an English-

based phonetics system to illustrate pronunciation), which makes no sense to anyone who 

is capable of reading French.  For my purposes, however, which do not include actual 

sentence construction, Faulk’s dictionary serves as a perfect starting point for devising a 

list of terms objectively equivalent to the English terms of interest.  Given the structure of 

the data collection sessions, I was also available to say French terms aloud if participants 

did not recognize the spelling of the word, which happened several times.      

 

5.2 Language Death 

While this study is more generally based in social psychology and the sociology of 

language, the relevance of certain linguistic elements of the study of languages cannot be 

ignored in a research attempt that purports to examine changes in the meaning of 

language.  My focus, however, is not as linguistically based as, say, Charles Holloway’s 

(1997) study of Brule Spanish in Eastern Louisiana, which documents and examines the 

“lexical, phonological, morphological, and syntactic characteristics of this dialect,” or 

Monica Heller’s (1994) study of French in Ontario.   My use of linguistic phenomena is 

                                                
52

 Council for the Development of French in Louisiana, created in 1968 to further the “development, 

utilization, and preservation of French in Louisiana” (CODOFIL website: www.codofil.org), discussed in 

Ch 2). 
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more broad, focusing simply on the concepts of language death and language shift, 

which I measure generationally in South Louisiana.  This chapter addresses the data 

gathered from bilingual participants in my study.  These participants are the last full 

generation to grow up speaking French, and while it always preceded knowledge of 

English, most grew up with a mixed language structure; therefore, I will address the issue 

of language death in this chapter, reserving the discussion of language shift for Chapter 6, 

which addresses differences in language meaning across cohorts.   

 

Language death is said to occur when there are no living speakers left of a particular 

language.  The language is said to be extinct.  One of the ways this can occur is if the 

only speakers of a minor language are acculturated into the dominant society of the 

region.  As noted by Rabin (1986:551): “A language does not cease to be used all at once, 

but it loses certain territories of use: it might cease to be spoken, but continue to be 

written, or vice-versa, it might be given up as language in public and in economic 

activities but continue to be used at home, etc.”  The minority language becomes 

restricted to certain social domains.  This description of language death refers to a 

gradual process of one language taking the place of another.  The language of the 

“conquerors,” so to speak, becomes the language of those who are conquered.  Younger 

generations are taught the dominant language instead of the traditional, minority 

language, and in this way the dominant language becomes the traditional language and 

the minority language becomes extinct.     
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Researchers are still arguing whether or not we are actually witnessing language death in 

Cajun Louisiana.  As a native of the area as well as one who studies language, I am 

inclined to agree with those who believe Cajun French will be dead within two to three 

generations.  CODOFIL’s (Council for the Development of French in Louisiana, est. 

1968) attempt to revive the language and culture beginning in the 1970s amounted to too 

little, too late.  While they were able to effect a cultural resurgence, the attempt at 

language revival failed.  Instead of teaching the local French in schools, they opted to 

teach Standard French, taught (generally) by French instructors imported from France 

and other French-speaking countries
53

.  This decision, while making Louisiana students 

much more marketable in terms of foreign language knowledge and college course 

credits, did not have the desired effect of enabling and encouraging the use of French in 

social situations outside of the classroom.  French was not – and it still is not – spoken in 

most homes or used for business transactions.  Nor is Standard French the language of the 

elders of the area, and many speakers of Cajun French still consider what they speak to 

be “not the good/right French,” and therefore illegitimate and unsuitable for speaking to 

those who have learned Standard French in school. 

 

5.3 Bilingual Hypotheses 

The bilingual data should yield one of two different scenarios (Diagram 5.1), the first of 

which being that both the American and French cultures in Louisiana – and their 

                                                
53

 One wonders how Cajun French rather than Standard French could have been taught in a classroom 

setting, other than by bringing in native speakers, because it is now – nor was it then – a written language.  

I do not think this was a program that could have been realistically implemented.   
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respective languages – are separate domains co-existing in the same social space.  Such a 

case would lend support to my first hypothesis:  

H1: Bilingual speakers will rate terms significantly different in their two different 

languages.   

 

 

Figure 5.1. Bilingual Speakers 

 

 2 cultures/ Cajun French ratings 

      2 languages       and 

                  English ratings 

 Bilingual Speakers 

 

 

      1 culture/ 

                                                  2 languages  Same ratings 

 

 

The affective ratings of terms are their scores on the E, P, and A dimensions, which 

indicates their location in a three-dimensional space defined by these scales.  Researchers 

using the affective universals state that, once the culturally defined semantic relations 

within a language are understood, all languages have the same basic structure (Osgood et 

al 1975; Heise 1979; Romney et al 2000).  Both Sapir and Whorf (Lucy 1992), and in the 

same time period, Mills (1939), however, assert that in semantic variations between 

cultures are both subtle and profound.         

 

If the two cultures and languages really are separate entities co-existing within the same 

social space, then the data should indicate the presence of two significantly different 

semantic structures, one for the Cajun French language and one for the English language 
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(Figure 5.1, upper track), indicating that these speakers are what Macnamara identifies as 

coordinate bilinguals, or those who perceive a different meaning from “the 

corresponding words and expressions in their two languages” (1967: 64).  If the Cajun 

French culture in Louisiana is, as most researchers (Dubois and Melancon 2000, Henry 

and Bankston 1999, Ancelet et al 1998) and visitors to the area have noted, unique and 

different from the surrounding American culture, the difference should be visible in the 

languages people speak.  Cultural knowledge of Cajun French, connected to home and 

tradition, and English, connected to the wider, Americanized world, should create 

different mental maps (Carley 1994) and semantic relations (Romney et al 2000).   

 

The second possible scenario, indicating a null hypothesis for H1, is that though the two 

languages still exist in the same social space, perhaps the dominant culture – American 

culture – has encroached upon the historical French Acadian culture, assimilating 

language meanings until the only differences between the languages are the spelling of 

terms (Figure 5.1, lower track).  Such a finding would indicate that there no longer exist 

any real differences between Cajun French and English, i.e. one can make the same 

statement in either language and it will have the same meaning with the same effect for 

speakers of both languages.  “Laissez les bons temps rouler
54

” would have the exact same 

meaning to someone as hearing “Let the good times role,” indicating that these speakers 

are compound bilinguals, or those who “attribute identical meaning to corresponding 

words and expressions in their two languages” (Macnamara 1967: 64).  This finding 
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 This is a local phrase using Cajun French usage and spelling (as taken from Faulk’s Cajun French I), not 

Standard French.   
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would also lend credence to the idea that historical sentimentality is the only purpose for 

attempting to secure the survival of Cajun French in Louisiana.  If there is no difference, 

then perhaps it has become, to use Herbert Gans’ (1979) term, a symbolic ethnicity (an 

idea further explored in Chapter 7).  Though Henry and Bankston (1999) and Dubois and 

Melancon (1997) argue against this idea, perhaps the best course of action would be to 

abandon any attempts to preserve Cajun French and focus only on educating people in 

Standard French.            

 

A Note on Methodology 

These data are gathered in a unique way with a unique population.  The form of the 

semantic differential – no matter the language – has not changed much since Osgood and 

colleagues began using it to record affect in language in the 1950s.  All of the languages 

they measured, as well as all of the affective-language dictionaries currently in existence 

(see David Heise’s Program Interact) are based on standardized forms of languages 

spoken in different countries and cultures.  Cajun French is not a standardized language.  

Though attempts have been made to document the language (as previously noted), no 

standardized, written form exists.  Furthermore, the native speakers who were 

interviewed for this study all learned French in the home; very few have had any formal 

education in the French language, and many have had little formal education otherwise 

due to their family backgrounds and rural lives.  Not only are these data collected from a 

non-student population in a non-academic setting, but they are also partially based on an 
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unwritten, verbally transmitted language.  This is a novel attempt at the collection and 

analysis of such data – bilingual, non-standardized, and non-traditional population. 

 

5.4 Sample and Data 

Bilingual Sample 

The main quantitative data for the study are affective measurements of cultural items, and 

the second and third research questions build on the comparisons that will be used to 

address the first.  The first research question addresses the nature of bilingualism for 

people who speak two different languages, asking whether they perceive a difference in 

meaning, which is culturally based, between the cultures their two languages are attached 

to.  Rather than relying on dictionary definitions, I use affective definitions to examine 

whether terms that have the same translated meaning do in fact mean the same thing to 

people using the words.   

 

As noted above, people who speak more than one language often connect different 

tongues with certain experiences.  Cajun French is a language more often spoken in the 

home than used for business transactions – it has become a characteristic connected with 

home and family life.  This was one of the reasons for beginning each data collection 

session with an interview instead of simply jumping into the language-based survey.  

While slightly different prompts were used during the interview, the same general topics 

were discussed in both the English and the French interview, allowing for a later 

comparison of verbal and non-verbal characteristics in discussing the same topics in 
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different languages
55

.  As well, speaking in different languages often led participants to 

recall different experiences during their lives, an example of which would be discussions 

of early school experiences, which were heavily tied to the fact that many only spoke 

French when they started school.  Allowing people to speak in a particular language 

makes salient those experiences and emotions associated with that language, allowing 

people to both think and feel in ways consistent with interactions that take place when 

they use this language skill, which, if there is truly a difference between how people 

perceive the same cultural items in different languages, should be revealed in the 

quantitative data.     

 

5.5 Analysis 

English vs. French for Bilingual Speakers 

An initial examination of the bilingual data in terms of English ratings v. French ratings 

yields a very simple answer to Research Question #1: Yes, bilinguals do hold different 

meanings for words in their two native languages that have the same translated meaning.  

Table 5.1 contains the average EPA affective ratings for all English terms v. French terms 

for bilinguals.  No distinction is made between types of terms at this point; Table 5.1 is 

simply the English and French EPA averages and the difference between them, which is 

significant for both Evaluation (E, .078 p<.01) and Potency (P, -.149 p<.001).  Data from 

29 speakers are examined in tables for “all Bilingual Speakers” (ALL bilingual speakers 
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 While the French interviews are both very interesting and important, they are not examined here in favor 

of focusing on the research questions at hand (and of actually finishing this dissertation in a timely 

fashion).   
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includes four participants from Cohort 2 who are bilingual).  Because all participants
56

 

completed both the English and French surveys, the data are not independent.  All data in 

this chapter are therefore analyzed using “paired samples” t-tests.  The N listed for each 

table is the number of bilingual speakers (29) multiplied by the number of terms being 

rated in each analysis.  The N differs slightly for each dimension because of the “full 

data” requirements imposed; if a participant did not give a rating for pair of indicator 

adjectives, the data on that dimension, for that specific term, is excluded from the 

analysis.   

 

Table 5.1. Means and Differences between English & French terms, all Bilingual 

Speakers, N=(E) 1100, (P) 1104, (A) 1102 

 

 E P A 

English  2.659 2.482 .803 

French 2.581 2.631 .869 

Difference  .078
a
 (1.76) -.149*** (-3.25) -.066 (-.94) 

***p<.01; *p<.05; 
a
p<.10, t-scores in parentheses 

 

 

Each study participant completed both the English and French surveys, so the total N for 

each table is actually the number of participants x the number of pairs of words 

evaluated
57

.   
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 All participants who completed both surveys are included in the total N for the tables; participants who 

did not complete both surveys are not included in the analyzed data.   
57

 While paired-samples t-tests are used for all reported data in this work, the English and French 

observations reported for comparisons between languages are not independent.  Each participant rated 42 

(at most) terms in both English and French.  Moreover, the sample of individuals is not random.  For this 

reason, significance tests, while extremely useful in deciphering trends and patterns in the data, should not 

be read as formal tests of hypotheses. 
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What Table 5.1 tells us is that English terms are rated as significantly more positive than 

French terms, which says that, for bilinguals, saying something – saying anything, at this 

point – is more “good” if said in English than in French.  The differences is not large, but 

it is significant at the p<.05 level.  A larger difference is found for the Potency scale – a 

difference of -.149 (p<.001) – though the direction of the difference is reversed here.  

While bilinguals consider English to be more “good,” they consider French to be more 

the more potent language of the two that they speak.   

 

Table 5.2. Means and Differences between English and Program Interact Ratings, 

Bilingual Speakers, N=(E) 1033, (P) 1034, (A) 1024 

 

 E P A 

English 2.567 2.446 0.79 

Interact 1.396 1.138 .742 

Difference 1.171***(26.63) 1.309*** (26.01) .049 (.739) 

***p<.001; t-scores in parentheses 

 

 

The baseline comparison data for all of the English data are the American data found in 

Program Interact, which contain average affective ratings for Americans
58

.  As shown in 

Tables 5.2, Bilingual Speakers rate terms in English significantly differently in 

comparison to the data found in Program Interact on all three scales (though A is only 

weakly significant).  This table compares the accepted “American” affective ratings for 

                                                
58

 Once again, the American data are collected from college students.  This difference will be addressed 

later in the data; it is used here simply for a baseline comparison between American-monolingual data and 

bilingual data.     
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the English words included in the English survey
59

 to how Cajun French/English 

Bilingual Speakers in Louisiana rate the same words.    

 

 

English vs. French, Domain Terms 

Romney et al (2000) have noted the existence and stability of affective ratings of domains 

of terms, beginning with the premise that “people in all cultures hold concepts in their 

minds from a variety of semantic domains, such as animals, colors, kin terms, and 

emotion” (518).  Focusing on emotions and colors, they examine the affective distancing 

of terms in these domains between Japanese and English.  I focus on kin terms and 

religion in this study, placing importance on these two domains because they are two 

areas that have defined the culture of interest throughout its existence.  Of the forty-two 

terms included in the language-based surveys, 17 are kin terms, which can be further 

divided into Immediate (8 terms) and Extended kin terms (9 terms, see Table 5.3).  Ten 

terms are counted as religion-based terms, which focus here on Catholicism.  These terms 

were chosen because 1) they are relevant kin and religion terms that are very familiar to 

all study participants in English, and 2) they are central enough to kin and religion to be 

salient in both English and French for all participants.  Table 5.4 below displays Bilingual 

averages and differences for the kin terms, and all data are divided into English v. French, 

while Table 5.7 displays Bilingual averages for religion terms.  *Note: Godchild, 

godmother, and godfather are included in the Family Terms rather than in Religion Terms 

                                                
59

 Not all of the English survey words are represented in the Program Interact American data, though a 

large majority are.  The t-tests in Tables 5.3 and 5.4 are performed on terms which are rated both in my 

survey and in the Program Interact data.   
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because of the present understanding of the position and relationship.  While originally a 

position tied to the religious role of godparenting, it has become simply a special 

relationship between friends of the parents and a child, though it is a family relationship 

validated by a church ceremony – godparents have a role in the baptism ceremony.  The 

validity of this assumption is further explored in the analysis.   

Table 5.3 Family and Religion-based Survey Items 

 

Family Terms Religion Terms 

Immediate 

     Wife 

     Mother 

     Husband 

     Father 

     Daughter 

     Sister 

     Son 

     Brother 

 

Extended 

     Aunt 

     Uncle 

     Cousin 

     Grandmother 

     Grandfather 

     Grandchild 

     Godchild* 

     Godmother* 

     Godfather* 

Catholic 

Mass 

Church 

Wedding 

Priest 

God 

Heaven 

Hell 

Sinner 

To baptize 

 

 

Table 5.4 Average Differences by English and French for All Family Terms, All 

Bilinguals, N=(E) 449, (P) 449, (A) 448 

 

 E P A 

English  3.212 2.832 0.949 

French 2.969 2.833 0.976 

Difference 0.242*** (4.66) -.002 (-.03) -0.027 (0.26) 

*p<.001, t-scores in parentheses 
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The strongest differences between English and French affective ratings averages exists on 

the Evaluation dimension for Bilinguals rating the domain of Family terms included in 

the survey.  While the data in Table 5.4 are more inclusive (and have a larger N), the 

differences are stronger for Immediate Family terms only (Table 5.5).  The English terms 

are consistently rated as more positive than the French terms, with the Immediate Family 

terms being rated as more powerful than the French terms as well as more “good”.   

 

*Godparents: As well, while a correlation matrix (not shown here) for differences in 

English and French terms on the E-scale for Family terms and one for Religious terms 

indicates that Godmother is most highly correlated with other Family Terms (Daughter, 

particularly), it is not clear where Godfather should be situated, being most highly 

correlated with the Religious term Wedding.  These two terms will therefore be left in the 

Family Terms domain because of a high correlation
60

 (.6481 with Daughter in general) of 

Godmother with other Family terms and modest affinity between the terms Godmother 

and Godfather (.3434 correlation in general, .6171 for Cohort 1).   

 

Table 5.5 Average Differences by English and French for Immediate Family Terms, 

All Bilinguals, N=(E) 212, (P) 209, (A) 212 

 

 E P A 

English  3.272 3.067 1.174 

French 2.944 2.881 1.135 

Difference 0.328*** (4.44) 0.186* (2.21) 0.039 (.25) 

***p<.001, *p<.05, t-scores in parentheses 

 

 

                                                
60

 Correlation tables by cohort for domain terms not included here.   
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While the data for Extended Family terms (Table 5.6) undergo a directional shift for the 

Potency and Activity, the differences between French and English data on these two 

dimensions are not significant.  The difference on the Evaluation data, however, which 

look very much the same as the rest of the bilingual data for Family Terms, is significant 

and in the same direction.     

 

Table 5.6 Average Differences by English and French for Extended Family Terms, All 

Bilinguals, N=(E) 209, (P) 211, (A) 208 

 

 E P A 

English  3.202 2.700 0.775 

French 3.002 2.794 0.825 

Difference 0.199** (2.68) -0.093 (-1.05) -0.051 (-.33) 

**p<.01, t-scores in parentheses 

 

 

Religious terms are not rated significantly different between English and French on 

Evaluation or Activity – where these differences are miniscule and not significant – but 

they do differ on the Potency dimension (Table 5.7, below).  French Religious Terms are 

rated as more powerful than English Religious Terms, and the negative difference is 

rather sizable.     

 

Table 5.7 Average Differences by English and French for Religion Terms, All 

Bilinguals, N=(E) 240, (P) 242, (A) 242 

 

 E P A 

English  2.523 2.712 0.492   

French 2.473 2.918 0.580 

Difference 0.050 (.58)  -0.205** (-2.49) -0.089 (-.57) 

**p<.01, t-scores in parentheses 
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5.6 Discussion 

As Paul Friedrich notes in The Language Parallax, “It is persons with experience of 

foreign languages…who feel most acutely that a natural language is a different way not 

only of talking but of thinking and imaging and of emotional life” (1986:16).  This is a 

very telling statement, and one that is played out in the bilingual data for this study.     

 

The simple answer to Hypothesis 1 is yes, bilingual speakers do hold different meanings 

for words in different languages that have the same translated meanings.  While any 

Louisiana native and Cajun French speaker – likely any bilingual speaker at all – can tell 

you this, these data empirically demonstrate the phenomenon.  The affective semantic 

ratings for English and Cajun French, as rated by bilingual speakers of these two 

languages, are significantly different for the terms rated.  While the terms included in this 

study are by no means exhaustive, they do highlight some of the main defining 

characteristics of the culture of interest.  Their differences, however, exist mainly on the 

Evaluation dimension, and to a lesser extent on the Potency dimension.  There do not 

appear to be any differences on Activity, though the majority of participant data 

examined in these analyses are taken from respondents who are above age 65.  This 

general age group may simply not see many differences in the Activity levels of the terms 

they were asked to rate.  Though the correlation data for dimension indicators do not bear 

this out (except for the Active/Inactive indicator itself), many older respondents also 

reported conflating the Activity indicators with the Potency indicators, which many have 

contributed to the lack of difference on this scale in these data.   
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These findings seem to argue for the two cultures/two languages, upper track of Diagram 

5.1.  Not only are the English and French data (E & P dimensions) significantly different 

from each other, but the English data for the bilingual speakers is also significantly 

different from the American data in Program Interact (data from a parallel sample of non-

Cajun, elderly Catholics suggests that Cohort 1 – who contributed the majority of the 

bilingual data – also rates these terms differently from other elderly people in the U.S., 

further pointing toward a cultural explanation for differences in the Louisiana data). 

 

What is it about the E and the P? 

Evaluation differences are most significant for Family Terms, but Potency rules in 

Religion.  For the Family domain, English terms are consistently rated more positively 

than French terms, but French is rated more Potent in the Religion domain.  Why might 

this be?  Cajun French is a language that most people connect to home and family – why 

then would it be considered “less good” to refer to an element related to that domain in 

French than in English for these bilingual speakers? 

 

The answer likely lies in the history of the culture.  As discussed in Chapter 2, while this 

generation (again, most of the data analyzed in this chapter come from study participants 

who are over the age of 65) grew up speaking French in the home, English school 

instruction in Louisiana became mandated in 1916.  Though French was the native 

language for many – and it remained the home language – they were forbidden from 
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speaking it at school, suffering punishments ranging from a verbal warning to being 

whipped to being sent home if they lapsed into French during the school day, even with 

other French-speaking friends.  This aggressive form of forced assimilation also led to the 

rapid social and economic advancement of English-speakers in the area.  French-speakers 

were left behind, and many people of this generation came to associate their language 

with shame and poverty – ideas that CODOFIL has worked assiduously over the last 40 

years to eliminate – preferring to teach their own children English in order to give them 

an advantage in Louisiana’s new social and economic climate.  Therefore, even though 

French remained their own home and family-based language, it took on a negative 

connotation, even within the home.  This is supported by the fact that most of them chose 

not to teach their native, home and family-based language to their own children.  Given 

this experience, it should not be too surprising that bilinguals think more highly – or more 

positively, in this case – of English than of French when it comes to Family-based 

terminology.    

 

The significant opposite difference on Potency for Religious Terms has a different story.  

Catholicism, like the French language, came with the Acadians when they first left 

France and later Nova Scotia.  Language and religion were two defining elements for the 

Acadians.  They were told their language was not legitimate for the country they found 

themselves living in, but their religion was left alone.  French was forbidden at school, 

but it was not forbidden at church, which most attended with their older, French-speaking 
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relatives.  Mass is also still celebrated in French in some areas of Louisiana in local 

churches, showing the continued attachment to both language and religion.   

 

Many of my bilingual study participants spoke of their religious upbringing as being stern 

and commanding.  Parents in the country would load children into the buggy – or families 

without even a buggy would walk along dirt roads – to attend day-long religious 

ceremonies: mass in the morning, “dinner” in the afternoon (the noon-time meal is 

usually referred to as dinner, not lunch), and catechism classes in the afternoon.  This was 

a ritual described over and over again.  Though most are still avid and regular 

churchgoers in their communities, several spoke of God as a concept used to inspire fear.  

For many, this vengeful and retributive concept of God is what they grew up with (and 

though they did not pass the language on to their children, they did pass this idea on).  

Many spoke of coming to their own sense of God as adults and later in life, but it was a 

concept to be feared when they were younger, not something used to inspire love and 

compassion.  Religion was a very disciplined part of life, and masses were still regularly 

conducted in French when they were young; it was something that they felt gave them 

strength when life was difficult, and it was connected to the French speakers in their 

lives.  Given these early experiences of religion and their ties to French roots – and many 

still attend mass in French now – the data become less opaque.  Perhaps when a people 

are denied their native tongue, they cling more strongly to the other characteristics of 

their culture.  Perhaps because the French connection to religion endured where language 

itself could not, the Catholic Church is seen as a powerful agent.  Or maybe it has more to 
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do with their parents putting the fear of God in them.  Whatever it is, this generation 

views French as a more powerful language than English when it is describing their 

religion.     

 

Chapter 6 takes the data and results from this chapter a step farther, comparing them to 

data for Cohorts 2 (mid-aged) and 3 (high school-aged), examining for the first time in 

this study the idea of an affectively recorded language shift.  
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 CHAPTER 6 – TRACKING LANGUAGE SHIFT THROUGH AFFECTIVE CHANGE 

 

 

6.1 Understanding Cultural Differences Through Mental Maps of Language 

How does language shift work?  What does it look like?  Is it something we can see 

happening?  It can be tracked linguistically, but what about thru meaning?  These are the 

questions asked in Chapter 6, and they are all examined through the use of affective 

ratings.  Some of the data examined here are taken from bilinguals, some are not – it 

mainly depends on the speaker’s age in the culture of interest.  Language meaning is 

tracked through three generations, giving this chapter a broader base than the previous to 

comment on language change, asking the main research question:  

RQ2: Does meaning shift over time within a culture?  

While the first research question addresses the nature of culturally-based bilingualism, 

this question deals with comparisons of language-based affective meaning through the 

process of a language shift, asking the question of whether it is possible to track language 

shift affectively, and if so, what does it look like?     

 

6.2 Language Shift 

Language shift is a term used to describe a “community’s transition from predominant 

use of one language to predominant use of another” (Rottet 2001:4).  Significant changes 

in the meaning of language are likely to occur during such a shift because speakers are 

becoming acculturated into the dominant society.  Effectively communicating with others 

in a common society involves the use of symbols that have shared meanings, and if the 

new meanings are learned and the old are forgotten or (deliberately) unused, then the new 
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are instead transmitted to the next generation.  Language death often follows language 

shift in this way, and both are important processes in bilingual areas in which a minor 

language comes into contact with a more dominant language. 

 

A problem often experienced by speakers of a minority language is that of inferiority 

(Williamson 1991).   As discussed in Chapter 2, Cajun French speakers in Louisiana 

suffered economically from the stigma brought on by, among other things, their 

language, which differentiated them from their English-speaking, American neighbors, 

which is one element that may have led to the evaluation by bilingual speakers (Chapter 

5) of English terms as more “good” than French.  This stigma of being part of an inferior 

culture hastened the retreat from their ancestral language, which was an easily 

identifiable social marker outside the home.  Many felt that in order to advance socially 

and economically, they had to become active and productive members of the larger 

society, which meant being more like everyone else.  The French-speakers sought to have 

their children accepted as Americans, which is the same “melting pot”-type phenomenon 

experienced by immigrant communities with their own distinctive or native language 

throughout the rest of the United States.  This process does not happen with a single 

generation, but it does occur within two to three, which are the very type of data collected 

for this study.   

 

The analyses in this chapter are based on ideas from Affect Control Theory and Romney, 

Moore, Batchelder, and Hsia’s (2000) work on semantic domains of terms, which extends 
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Whorf’s line of thought, designing and implementing studies on the connections between 

words using Osgood et al’s formulation of the semantic differential.  Their analyses 

indicate support for the idea of underlying universal characteristics of classification for 

the domain of emotion terms between Japanese and English.  Though these researchers 

allude to the possibility that these findings will exist for other domains (such as visual 

colors), subsequent studies claim that individual characteristics play a vital and 

significant role in the cultural structuring of semantic domains
61

.  Their interests, 

however, lie in domains that depend as much upon biological capacity for perception as 

on sociocultural interpretations of the environment. 

 

The domains of interest here are not biologically based, but they are specifically 

connected to the culture of interest, which has been the research focus of academics in the 

Affect Control Theory community (Schneider 2004).  Also, the examination of affective 

data from comparable subjects in two different language communities has been a theme 

running through both linguistic anthropology and sociology, though the researchers 

working in this area have been interested in variations between (sometimes) drastically 

different cultures rather than change within bilingual communities (see Romney et al 

2000; Moore et al 2002; Smith, Matsuno, and Ike 2001; Schneider 2004).  While work by 

MacKinnon and Luke (2002) examines affective change over time within a culture, it still 

deals with a monolingual analysis.  The data presented in this chapter, while building on 

                                                
61

 Moore et al (2002) also find limited support for this idea using the domain of terms for visual colors, 

though much of the emphasis of this analysis is based on the relatively high degree of individual 

differences between subjects, postulated to stem from genetic differences between human beings.   
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the above research, speak to affective change within an ethnic subculture (Louisiana 

Cajuns) embedded in an encroaching majority culture (American) and across the 

languages they are connected to.   

 

6.3 Hypotheses 

Only one hypothesis is posited for the data examined in this chapter, which are used to 

examine differences in affective ratings and whether or not they can be used to reveal a 

language shift.  Hypothesis 2, therefore, deals with this type of simple idea.  Hypotheses 

3 and 4 – discussed in Chapter 7 – deal with the deeper connection between language and 

culture.   

H2: The mean difference between English and French ratings will decrease in 

magnitude as Cohort age decreases: Cohort 1 > Cohort 2 > Cohort 3.  

Hypothesis 2 states that we should expect to see fewer differences between English and 

French ratings among younger people than among older people, or that there should be 

less of a difference in affective perceptions of the two languages as one dies and is 

replaced by another. Cohort 1 is composed mainly of English/French bilinguals over the 

age of 65, and we have already seen that bilinguals think about the concepts of interest 

differently in their different languages.  A language shift in this culture should be 

indicated by fewer differences between the Target Languages as the study participants’ 

ages decrease, indicating that meanings are converging between the two languages as 

English becomes dominant.     
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6.4 Sample and Data 

Cohorts 1, 2, & 3 

The data for this chapter are drawn from all three Cohorts involved in the study (see 

Table 3.1, repeated here for ease).  Cohort 1, which provided the data for Chapters 4 and 

5, will not be discussed again here, nor will the type of quantitative data collected, which 

has also been previously discussed.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cohort 2 is comprised of middle-aged respondents, or people of an age to be the children 

of Cohort 1 members, generally falling between the ages of 40 and 60.  These are people 

who have/had parents who speak French, though most were not taught the French 

language themselves.  In fact, only four Cohort 2 participants identify as French speakers 

– two identified as having learned French from their grandparents (these two having been 

partially raised by their grandparents) and two (a brother and sister) identified as having 

learned it from their parents.  Written family history interviews were conducted with all 

Cohort 2 participants in English.  Only that part of the data collection session having to 

do with the French survey was conducted in French with these four participants, preceded 

by a brief conversation in French (unrecorded) with each participant designed to make 

this language more salient during the survey.  The bilingualism of these four Cohort 2 

Table 3.1 (repeated) – Cohort Breakdown 

Cohort   Age Language Abilities 

Cohort 1  65 < Cajun French, English 

Cohort 2  40 to 60 English, some Cajun French and/or Standard French 

Cohort 3  < 20 English, some Standard French 
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participants was not known at the time the interview was scheduled.  The study was 

explained to all Cohort 2 participants in the same way, during which the question of their 

own bilingualism was not broached.  The omission of this question from the explanation 

of the study occurred because, during pretesting, I found that several people I spoke to in 

this age group – as with monolinguals in Cohort 1 – were embarrassed that they do not 

speak French; they consider it a deficiency in their cultural education.  Not wanting to 

make anyone feel ill at ease, they were simply asked if one or more of their parents 

speak/spoke French.   

 

Written family histories with this group began with asking them where they were born.  

Questions such as these usually followed:  

Can you tell me about the house you grew up in?   

What do you know about your parents’ families?  

Did you know any of your grandparents?   

Great-grandparents?   

What kind of a woman/man was your grandmother/father?   

Tell me about your own mother/father/siblings/children/family.   

In the brief interview I covered family – both growing up and their own as adults – 

religion, holidays, work, and their own children.  I also asked them what experience they 

had with French growing up, with the most oft given answer being that their parents and 

grandparents spoke it “when they didn’t want us kids to know what they were saying.”  It 

was the secret language of adults in their lives, and most people only picked up words 

here and there rather than learning to speak it fluently.  Those who did learn to speak 

French either learned from their grandparents or, if they learned from their parents, were 

the oldest among several children.  These participants often noted that younger siblings 
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did not learn French because it had been replaced in the home by the English taught to 

their older siblings in school.   

 

While most Cohort 2 participants do not identify as French-speakers, they do say that 

they have a decent level of comprehension of the language – they understand most of 

what they hear, though they do not speak it themselves.  This comprehension was gauged 

during the French survey, for which they were given the following verbal instructions:  

“You should only rate a term if you know what it means.  If you don’t know what 

a term refers to or are unsure, then skip it, because if you don’t know what it is 

then it has no meaning for you.  Part of what I’m studying is what different people 

down here know about the French language, so please be truthful about whether 

you know a term or don’t.”     

 

Several terms were familiar to many participants – things like soeur and frere, 

particularly – however, though the words themselves were familiar, some did not know to 

what the terms referred.  I would say a term aloud if they did not recognize it, but I did 

not give out definitions even when directly asked.  I would usually respond to these 

requests with, “I know what it is.  I want to know if you know what it is.  If you know it, 

rate it.  If it doesn’t make sense to you, just skip it.  There is no right or wrong answer.”   

 

Cohort 3 participants were handled differently from the others.  They are high school and 

1
st
-year-of-college-aged, which means many of them were under the age of 18 when they 

participated in the study.  Not only did this necessitate the co-signing of a parent or 

guardian for the under 18s, but it also meant that the easiest way to get Human Subjects 

approval was to keep their data anonymous and to collect survey and written data only.  I 
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did not conduct any kind of personal interview with people who agreed to participate in 

Cohort 3.  They were simply asked to write down a list of people they have/had contact 

with who speak French, how many years they themselves have had of French, and what it 

means to them to be Cajun
62

.  While the consent form was explained and signed at the 

start of the data collection session, the demographic information, list, and question-part 

was conducted between the two surveys to interject a slight time lapse, usually lasting 15 

to 20 minutes, which is slightly less time – though still comparable – to the time spent 

between surveys taking family histories from Cohort 2 participants.    

 

None of the Cohort 3 participants identified as a French speaker, though most recognized 

most of the words in the French survey.  Due to their more formal schooling – thanks to 

the efforts of CODOFIL – the younger generation has more of a grammatical knowledge 

of the French language than do their parents, but they have the least developed speaking 

skills of all three cohorts.  These participants did not need to have terms said aloud for 

them.  They were given the same verbal instructions as members of Cohort 2, but they 

were much quicker to skip a term if they did not recognize it right away.  Cohort 1 

members would hear a term and smile, bending back over the survey to decide how to 

rate it; Cohort 2 members would agonize over their inability to remember a term’s 

meaning and only skip it reluctantly, apologizing the whole time for not knowing more 

and asking me to return to the terms they skipped afterwards to tell them what they were 
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 This information will be examined in Chapter 7. 
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unable to pull from memory; Cohort 3 members simply skipped it if they did not know it, 

never mentioning it to me again.     

 

6.5 Analysis 

The basic answer to RQ2 is yes; affective ratings do shift over time within an ethnic 

subculture.  We do not think and feel the same when we use different languages, even if 

we are not bilingual speakers.  The types and magnitudes of differences found between 

Cohorts, however, are not what were predicted.  A language shift is revealed, but not in 

the predicted manner.  Instead of meanings converging, they are moving farther apart, 

indicating a more drastic difference in how younger generations perceive English vs. 

French from how their grandparents view meaning in the two languages.  Also, while a 

general analysis broken down by domain does reveal a type of language shift between 

generations, correlation analyses of terms do not indicate a strong affinity between 

domain terms.     

 

 Table 6. 1 Means for English and French Terms, by Cohort 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  E P A 

English 2.619 2.459 0.882 Cohort 1  

French 2.526 2.560 0.944 

English 2.801 2.293 0.461 Cohort 2 

French 2.929 2.467 0.692 

English 2.769 2.354 1.353 Cohort 3 

French 2.995 2.523 1.607 

Interact English 1.38 1.13 -0.19 
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Table 6.2 Testing whether English scores = French scores, by Cohort 

Cohort 1 N=1052, Cohort 2 N=845, Cohort 3 N=673 

 Differences in Means 

 E P A 

Cohort 1 0.092* (2.02) -0.101* (-2.14) -0.062 (-.88) 

Cohort 2 -0.129*** (-3.62) -0.174*** (-4.03) -0.231*** (-4.0)  

Cohort 3 -0.227*** (-4.77) -0.169*** (-3.13) -0.253*** (-3.64) 

***p<.001, *p<.05, t-scores in parentheses 

 

 

The first comparison table contains the results of simple paired samples t-tests for all 

English and French terms, by Cohort, for which I have complete data.  Though these data 

are not broken down by individual terms or by participants, they do reveal aggregate 

differences in how the languages are perceived.  Table 6.1 contains the E, P, and A 

averages, by Cohort, for all English and French terms, while Table 6.2 contains the 

differences between all English and French terms (again, by Cohort).  All tests on English 

vs. French data are run as paired samples, taking into account the fact that each study 

participant contributed to both the English and French data.  The differences in the 

English and French means indicate how the two languages are perceived by each culture.  

Nearly all of the differences in Table 6.2 are significant, though the differences with the 

greatest magnitude are not for Cohort 1, but for Cohort 3.  Also, both Cohorts 2 and 3 are 

rating French terms as being both more Good and more Powerful than English, which is 

opposite the rating behavior for Cohort 1 (on E, but not on P).  As previously noted in 

Chapter 4, while the Louisiana samples are all rating English terms similarly, they are 

also all rating these terms significantly higher than the terms that are rated in the 

American data in Program Interact.  The Interact data are listed at the bottom of Table 6.1 

and the ratings differences may be found in Table 6.3.  
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Table 6.3 Ratings Diffs between Interact American Data and LA 

Cohorts 

 E P A 

Cohort 1 

N=995 1.15*** (26.89) 1.30*** (26.17) .13* (1.90) 

Cohort 2 

N=970 1.14*** (25.03) 1.22*** (24.84) -.19** (-2.93) 

Cohort 3 

N=947 1.05*** (20.14) 1.12*** (19.13) .61*** (9.15) 

***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 t-scores in parentheses  

 

 

Given the population and conditions for data collection used to gather the data found in 

Program Interact, it is not surprising that the smallest differences (for E and P, which are 

consistently showing the most observable differences in my data) are found between the 

Interact data and Cohort 3 (my youngest cohort, which most closely approximate the age 

range of the population from which the Interact data are drawn).  More surprising, 

however, are the magnitude of differences across Table 6.3, including those for Cohort 3.   

 

Now that basic differences between aggregated means in English and French are 

established between Louisiana Cohorts, I will break down the data by domain of terms 

(Table 6.4) to see what is driving the difference observed above.   

 

 

 

Table 6.4 Immediate and Extended Family and Religion Terms, by 

Cohort and Language 
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 Immediate Family Terms  

  E P A 

Cohort 1 En 3.251 3.035 1.188 

N=205 Fr 2.956 2.822 1.222 

 Diff 0.295*** (3.81) 0.212** (2.45) -0.034 (-.21) 

Cohort 2 En 3.142 2.805 0.877 

N=137 Fr 2.990 2.791 0.882 

 Diff 0.152* (2.03) 0.014 (.19) -0.005 (-.03) 

Cohort 3 En 2.686 2.492 1.968 

N=110 Fr 2.972 2.615 1.950 

 Diff -0.286*** (-3.24) -0.123
a
 (-1.44) 0.018 (.13) 

     

 Extended Family Terms   

  E P A 

Cohort 1 En 3.161 2.663 0.829 

N=201 Fr 2.897 2.641 0.868 

 Diff 0.264***(3.47) 0.023 (.24) -0.039 (-.25) 

Cohort 2 En 3.198 2.331 0.409 

N=179 Fr 3.258 2.556 0.819 

 Diff -0.06 (-1.28) -0.225** (-2.73) -0.410*** (-3.43) 

Cohort 3 En 3.112 2.421 1.654 

N=154 Fr 3.106 2.323 1.671 

 Diff 0.007 (.14) 0.098 (1.1) -0.017 (-.15) 

     

 Religion Terms   

  E P A 

Cohort 1 En 2.479 2.718 0.559 

N=232 Fr 2.411 2.866 0.605 

 Diff 0.068 (.80) -0.148* (-1.76) -0.047 (-.29) 

Cohort 2 En 3.000 2.661 -0.004 

N=167 Fr 3.082 2.844 -0.149 

 Diff -0.081 (-.92) -0.183* (-2.18) -0.154 (-1.2) 

Cohort 3 En 3.283 3.102 0.872 

N=125 Fr 3.427 3.365 1.482 

 Diff -0.144* (-1.84) -0.263** (-2.65) -0.610*** (-3.81) 

 

***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05, 
a
p<.10, t-scores 

in parentheses  

Diff = difference between English and French means. 
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Family Terms 

The E and P differences found in the Cohort 1 data are, for the most part, unrepeated in 

Cohorts 2 and 3.  There are certainly differences between interpretations by the Target 

Language for these domains of terms, but they are of an unpredicted magnitude and in the 

opposite direction from differences found in Cohort 1 data.   

 

Cohort 2 participants rate Immediate Family terms (mother, father, wife, husband, 

daughter, son, sister, brother) similarly to the elderly respondents.  The English and 

French E scores are similar, though the magnitude of their difference (0.152, p<.05) is not 

as great as for Cohort 1 (0.295, p<.001), and there is no significant E difference for 

Extended Family terms (aunt, uncle, cousin, grandmother, grandfather, grandchild, 

godmother, godfather, godchild).  While there is no discernable difference between the P 

ratings for Immediate Family terms in the Cohort 2 data, there is a sizable negative 

Potency difference for Extended Family terms (-0.225, p<.01).   

 

Cohort 3 participants, though not perceiving much of a difference between English and 

French family terms in general, do show a significant Evaluative difference in favor of 

the French Immediate Family terms (-0.286, p<.001).  In all other Family term measures, 

however, they do not rate the English and French terms differently.   

 

Religion Terms 
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There does seem to be a pattern present in the data for Religious terms, namely that 

ratings become more positive toward French on both Evaluation and Potency as age 

decreases.  Also, more than any other domain rating, religious terms are rated 

significantly more positively on all three dimensions of meaning (E, P, & A) by Cohort 3 

than by either Cohorts 1 or 2.  The French Religion terms are growing not only more 

Good, but they are also getting more Powerful in the minds of younger, English-speaking 

people in Louisiana, and it seems to be the Religion terms that are driving the differences 

observed in Table 6.2.   

 

 

Skipped Terms – Cohort 3 

The French terms included in my survey are terms that are integral enough to life in 

South Louisiana that it is reasonable to expect them to be recognized.  The bilingual 

participants did recognize them; the younger generation, however, apparently did not 

recognize all of the terms and did not ask for pronunciations.  I am not sure whether this 

was because they did not want to appear incompetent and belie the formal education they 

all had in the French language, or because they viewed the data collection as a “school” 

situation, where I was the teacher and they the students.  Whatever the case, there were a 

few words that they would have recognized if they had heard them said.  The chart 

pictured in Figure 6.1 contains frequency data for the terms skipped by Cohort 3 

participants (see Appendix D for numbering of terms).  The most frequently skipped 

terms were to kiss (embrasser, #6), mass (messe, #7), priest (pretre, #10), daughter (fille, 

#24), son (fils, #25), godmother (#26, marraine), stupid (bete, #30), mischievous 
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(canaille, #33), old (vieux, #36), sweet (cher/cha’, #40).  Two of these terms (messe & 

pretre) are Religion Terms; three are Family Terms (fille, fils, marraine).  Canaille and 

cher/cha’ (diminutive or slang for the French word cher, meaning “dear,” though taking 

on the meaning of “sweet,” as in what a sweet thing! in Cajun French) are words I heard 

them use during the data collection session, but they did not recognize the words when 

written, further bolstering the notion that Cajun French is not a written language.   

 

 

The number of terms skipped by Cohort 3 participants is high considering these are 

words used often in the area and all of these participants had taken one or more French 

classes in the last five years.  Given that the terms were unknown in written form (mainly 

learned through formal education) and they did not ask for any pronunciations (Cajun 

French is spoken language), I think it is safe to say that the language has most certainly 

been lost by this generation.  Given the affective ratings recorded above, it is likely safe 

to say that the meanings that went with the language have been lost as well.  Incidentally, 

some of the Family and Religion terms that were skipped most often did appear in the 

qualitative comments written down by Cohort 3 participants (see Ch 7).   
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6.6 Discussion 

In terms of the research question addressed in this chapter, there is affective evidence of a 

language shift in Louisiana.  The shift does not, however, act in the expected manner.  

Instead of meanings converging as the Cajun French language dies, younger locals 

perceive a greater difference between English and French terms than do their 

grandparents, and they perceive terms in the French language to be more positive – both 

with respect to evaluation and potency – than terms in their own native English.  It seems 

as though the younger people, and I include Cohort 2 in this statement because the trend 

begins here that continues into Cohort 3, have a glorified vision of the language of their 

ancestors.  They did not experience the hardships and perceived inferiorities that the 

older, French-speaking people did, and there are fewer people in Cohorts 2 and 3 who are 

familiar with the entire list of terms in the French survey.  Cohort 2 did not learn French 

while growing up because of these experiences, and the negative connotations of being 

Cajun and speaking French began to change in the 1970s with the creation of CODOFIL.  

This revision of the cultural heritage of the area, including the addition of local heritage 

festivals like Festivals Acadiens (the Cajun Heritage Festival, which takes place every 

September in Lafayette, LA), is what members of Cohort 3 have experienced.  This 

Cohort rates Religion terms in English as significantly more negative than French terms.  

I think that this observation may be owing to the fact that Catholic mass is no longer 

widely performed in French; therefore, the idealized view is all the younger generation is 

able to access.  French terms are often intermingled with English in the home – younger 

people commonly have Tantes and N’Oncs and Parrains – but the French terms having to 
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do with religion are foreign to them except as they are used in the classroom, and some of 

these lessons did not stick.  Though they have no knowledge of these French terms, 

Cohort 3 participants still seem to be idealizing this view of life.  

 

The data – particularly the means and differences between languages – clearly show a 

meaning shift between languages.  The shift in perceived affective meaning, however, 

does not move in the predicted direction.  Rather than converging, meanings between 

languages seem to be diverging as age decreases.  Interpretations of this finding are the 

subject of Chapter 7, which delves into changes in cultural meaning.    

 

Note on domains: 

While there appears to be a difference between domains in the aggregate data – even 

when broken down to the Cohort level – correlation matrices (not pictured here) do not 

reveal any significant pairings by domains.  Gendered (family) terms, particularly terms 

applying to women, are highly correlated, but there is no similar pairing for terms 

applying to men.  Correlations are higher within the Religion domain and the Family 

domain and weaker between the two domains, but only the female-gendered Family 

terms have correlations that could be considered “high.”     
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CHAPTER 7 – DOES LOSS OF LANGUAGE MEAN LOSS OF CULTURE? 

 

7.1 The Language-Culture Link  

Instead of addressing language comparisons within groups of bilingual and monolingual 

speakers, this research question deals with comparisons across groups of bilingual and 

monolingual speakers.  Chapter 5 revealed a significant difference in how bilingual 

speakers perceive meaning in their two different languages.  Chapter 6 revealed a 

language shift through a generational examination of affectively-based semantic 

networks.  Chapter 7 asks the question of whether a loss of language means a loss of 

culture, as well.  Can the culture continue to exist when the language it was originally 

tied to dies?  Many academics attempt to reduce the language/culture question to an issue 

of causality – essentially, which came first, the chicken or the egg?  However, the 

interplay between the two, and how each springs from and melds with the other, is the 

real point of interest.  A dynamic interplay between language and culture is necessary for 

their common survival.  As a language dies, so, too, do certain facets of the culture to 

which it is attached. 

 

The previous chapters have proposed the idea that bilingualism equals biculturalism, or 

the idea that people who fluently speak more than one language are able to exist and 

interact – both linguistically and affectively – in the different cultures to which their 

languages are attached.  Does it then follow, if bilingualism = biculturalism, that 

monolingualism = monoculturalism?  Even in an area where locals view themselves and 

the culture they live in as different from the surrounding, majority culture, is it all one 
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and the same if connected to the same single language?  What are we losing in the 

understanding of a culture by losing the language?   

 

7.2 Ethnic Identity 

“…Ethnicity assists individuals in coping with the existential question of ‘Who 

am I?’ and ‘What is special about me?’ by contextualizing these questions in 

terms of putative ancestoral origins and characteristics.  These questions are 

therefore illuminated in terms of ‘Who are my own kind of people?’ and ‘What is 

special about us?’ and come to be answered at the level of peopleness 

being…peopleness doing…and peopleness knowing…”  (Fishman 1983; 128, 

reproduced in Enninger 1991) 

 

The idea of knowing who we are and where we come from is important on a very basic 

level for all societies.  Having a history is what makes us stand out, what makes us 

different from all the other fish in the sea, as it were.  This is what an ethnic identity gives 

us.  It is “an open set of traits such as shared and distinctive values, common ancestry, 

and a collective consciousness and a self-perception as being different from others” 

(Enninger 1991:23).  The interesting thing about an American identity is that it, and the 

English language to which it is attached, is perceived as being non-ethnic in character 

(Woolard 1991).  The melting-pot notion of America meant that all were to become one, 

everyone would be subsumed under the national title of American.  Therefore, any ethnic 

difference that now distinguishes a people from being strictly American has become an 
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interesting topic of study, particularly when that ethnic group has persisted and 

maintained its presence – and retained its own non-dominant language – throughout the 

melting-pot history of America.  The Cajuns are just such a group.  

 

Changing definitions of ethnic identity are reflected in how the generations studied define 

their cultural heritage.  The older, bilingual people define themselves as Cajun based 

upon both the ability to speak Cajun French and, at times, upon French and/or Nova 

Scotian ancestry.  The only older, French-speaking person to decline to participate in my 

study was a gentleman who, though he spoke the French of the area, said he did not have 

ancestors who hailed from Nova Scotia.  He grew up in Louisiana and he was at least the 

third generation of his family to be born in Louisiana, but he still declined to participate 

in the study because of his lack of ethnic identity as Cajun due to his ancestry as being 

French, not French-from-Nova Scotia.  Interestingly, this gentleman (one of the lovely 

French-speaking volunteers at the Lafayette Visitor’s Center) was the only person to 

refuse to participate in the study when asked based on ancestry (other refusals were based 

on language or time constraints).  Though many of my other respondents could not trace 

the exact origins of their family, no other potential respondent declined to participate on 

these grounds.  The question was asked, “Do you consider yourself to be Cajun?” and all 

but this particular gentleman answered Yes.  Though they all answered yes, however, 

most were quick to tell me during the interviews that they did not use this term for 

themselves when they were growing up.  This was a label applied by others.  Most knew 
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only that they spoke French at home, were not allowed to speak it at school, and were 

only vaguely aware that they did not come from wealthy families.        

 

As previously noted, most members of Cohort 2 – my middle-aged cohort of self-defined 

Cajuns – are not French-speakers.  While several remembered taking a few courses at 

some point in school, most reminisced about the foreign conversations between their 

parents and grandparents as they were growing up.  French was the language spoken 

when the topic was supposed to remain a secret from “small ears.”  Many also lamented 

what they characterized as a failing in their education because most were unable to 

converse with solely French-speaking grandparents, communicating instead with single 

words and gestures.  One woman remembered her own mother as making the distinction 

when she would accompany her children to social and school functions between nous et 

les americains (us and the Americans).  This person was not the only one to express this 

sentiment, though she was the only one to put it in such plain terms.  Most respondents 

simply categorized it as a feeling of separateness between their French-speaking relatives 

and the encroaching English-speaking society.  They also talked about encouraging their 

own children to learn French in school.   

 

Members of Cohort 2, however, (with the exception of the three participants previously 

identified as French-speakers), when asked the question, “Do you consider yourself to be 

Cajun?” were much more likely to answer Yes without any hesitancy.  If their parents 

spoke French, they consider themselves to be Cajun, whether or not their ancestry is 



 

 

180 

Nova Scotian.  French-speakers in the family indicate French ancestry, which identifies a 

person as Cajun.  The exact origin of those ancestors and the timing of immigration has 

become unimportant.  Once Cajun ceased to be a dirty word, it was claimed with pride by 

everyone with French ancestry, even though this next generation was generally not 

composed of French speakers.  Speaking French was not a part of ethnic identity as Cajun 

for Cohort 2 because they did not possess this skill; however, their parents did, and if 

there is any French ancestry at all in the family, they consider themselves Cajun.     

 

Cohort 3 is even more interesting in terms of the formation and continuation of an ethnic 

identity.  While Cohort 1 members were asked if they were Cajun and French speakers, 

and Cohort 2 members were asked if they considered themselves to be Cajun and had at 

least one French-speaking parent, members of Cohort 3 were simply asked if they 

considered themselves to be Cajun.  Not one member of Cohort 3 identifies as a French 

speaker, though most have/had French-speaking relatives.  Each member of Cohort 3, 

after completing the basic demographic information, was asked to answer the question, 

“What does it mean to you to be Cajun, or to be called Cajun?”  Here are some of their 

answers (Cohort 3 participants, due to their status as minors – many were under the age 

of 18 – were guaranteed anonymity in the study, which is why their responses are listed 

by their study number, preceded by a number 3 for cohort identification): 

 

What does it mean to you to be Cajun, or to be called Cajun? 
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Eat the food and spices and the music.  The crawfish is good, most Cajuns 

have accents. (3.1) 

 

I eat the spicy food and listen to the Cajun music.  It is part of my life, I 

enjoy and live for the accent.  Swamp [growing up near], catholic faith, 

parties, mardi gras, boudin, cracklin. (3.6, brackets added) 

 

To be Cajun is awesome.  It means to me to be loud and fun.  We live our 

life to the fullest and enjoy it all.  (3.7) 

 

When you eat spicy food and you eat weird things like nutria rat. (3.13) 

 

To be Cajun is to be from the area and have mannerisms as such.  Spicy 

food, fishing, redneck. (3.16) 

 

To me, “Cajun” is not a type of spicy chicken you can order in restaurants.  

“Cajun” is a way of living.  “Cajun” describes south Louisiana, its people, 

and all of its customs.  “Cajun” is eating crawfish, catching Mardi Gras 

beads, fishing and hunting, and dancing to zydeco.  Only in Cajun 

Country, Louisiana can you honk your horn at people you don’t know that 

are sitting on their porch, an they’ll wave back at you.  The “Cajun” 

culture is one that is known for its love and appreciation for having fun.  I 
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feel so blessed (Cajuns are also known to be widely Catholic) to have been 

born “Cajun” and would never have it any other way. (3.17) 

 

Being part of a culture that loves family and spending time with their 

loved ones.  Loves food, dancing, talking, laughing, and having a great 

time.  Unique culture that loves to come together through God and food. 

(3.18) 

 

To be Cajun means to be a very friendly person and very welcoming to 

new people.  Cajuns can cook very well.  The men hunt.  They have a 

great appreciation for food, others, God, and family. (3.25) 

 

To be Cajun to me means that you have a very large, very close family.  It 

is a part of culture that should be shared. (3.28) 

 

Not one of the Cohort 3 respondents (N=28) mentions anything about the French 

language.  The “accent” spoken of by 3.1 refers to the particular accent English-speakers 

in Louisiana often exhibit (I can speak it, but I do not have the first clue how this type of 

speaking would be written phonetically, so I decline to embarrass myself here by trying).  

This does not refer in any way to the French of the area.  Most Cohort 3 participants, 

rather than referring even to this linguistic identifying feature, comment instead on the 
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food and the music, with only occasional references to religion
63

.  “Eating spicy foods” 

and “listening to Cajun music” were the characteristics most often cited as being 

identifying markers of their ethnicity, marking the type of ethnic identity engaged in here 

as more of what Mendoza-Denton terms a practice-based identity, or an identity 

“accrue[d] not because [speakers] claim or are assigned category membership, but rather 

because identities are accomplished in the joint practice of particular activities” 

(2003:486, brackets added).  Incidentally, it is interesting to note that though the food of 

the area – as mentioned by many Cohort 3 participants – is very spicy and often seafood-

based, most dishes are a mélange of Native American, Spanish, and French spices and 

ingredients, particularly the dark roux-based gumbos of Central and Southwestern 

Louisiana.   

 

It is not surprising that these elements have morphed into the identifying markers of 

Cajun culture.  Cajuns are often portrayed on television, radio, and in film using a warped 

version of these characteristics – Adam Sandler uses an unidentifiable accent in The 

Waterboy while riding a pet alligator and eating strange swamp rodents; Popeye’s TV 

and radio ads have used a strange sounding old man’s voice who is supposed to be Cajun 

to promote Louisiana-style fried chicken; any music incorporating a fiddle and 

washboard is assumed to represent Cajun music.  Lang and Lang (1981:670) remark on 

the “creation of a symbolic environment by the organized media,” which has gained 
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 The person who referred to Catholicism in their answer was not a participant in the Youth Group data 

collection session.  In fact, no one in the Youth Group session mentioned religion as being a part of being 

Cajun.   
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currency with public opinion through its pervasiveness (660).  These media-hyped 

stereotypes are perpetuated in normal life as well: In response to hearing where I was 

from while receiving a tour of dormitory facilities at a college in nearby Arkansas, I 

myself was once asked, “Don’t you have Cajuns there?”  I was given a look of surprise in 

return when I gave the rather defensive response of “I AM Cajun.  What did you expect?” 

While the younger generation may be quick to say that these images are not an accurate 

portrayal of their culture, they are also unable to give an accurate account themselves in 

response to the stereotypes perpetuated by the media.    

 

7.3 Hypotheses 

The question of ethnicity and its components is an important one here.  Most researchers 

say that ties to language are of utmost importance in ethnic self-identification where a 

native tongue other than the majority language exists.  We have already seen that 

bilinguals perceive meanings differently in their two languages (Ch 5), as well as that a 

type of language shift is observable within the Cajun culture in Louisiana (Ch 6).  The 

hypotheses proposed here are designed to examine language transmission, and whether – 

when language is transmitted to younger generations, as is being done, though in the 

classroom rather than in the home – culture is being transmitted as well.    
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Table 3.2 (reprinted): 2 x 2 Design crossing Target Language (TL) and Respondent 

Language (RL)  

 

                                   Target Language 

                          Cajun French      English 

  Cajun French 

Resp. Lang.                

                            English 

 

Cell 1: Cajun French speakers rating Cajun French words  

Cell 2: Cajun French speakers rating equivalent English words  

Cell 3: English speaking Cajuns rating Cajun French words  

Cell 4: English speaking Cajuns rating equivalent English words  

 

H3: The ratings values for the Cajun French speakers rating Cajun French words will be 

closer to those of the English speakers rating Cajun French words than they are to those 

of Cajun French speakers rating English words |Cell 1 – Cell 3| < |Cell 1 – Cell 2|, where 

|x| is the absolute value of x. 

 

H4: The ratings values for the English speakers rating English words will be closer to the 

Cajun French speakers rating English words than to English speakers rating Cajun French 

words  |Cell 4 – Cell 2| < |Cell 4 – Cell 3|. 

 

As noted by Romney et al (2002), speakers rating terms in their own native tongues will 

tend to produce similar ratings, or levels of cultural knowledge.  I predict that these 

ratings will hang together by culture, not by translated terminology.  Hypotheses three 

and four (above) predict that the smallest (comparably speaking) differences will be 

Cell 1 Cell 2 

Cell 3 Cell 4 
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found within the Target Language variable (see Table 3.2, reprinted above for ease) 

rather across Respondent Language.  If supported, this would indicate that cultural 

familiarity with a language – even if one does not speak the language – is enough to pass 

down cultural meanings.  These hypotheses predict that speakers who belong to the same 

culture and who are rating the same words – which are attached to that culture – will hold 

similar meanings for those words, even if the language of the words is not native to some 

of the speakers.  These hypotheses support both the idea that a language can be learned 

through the absorption of culture, as well as that we do think differently when we use 

different languages, whether we are actually considered bilingual or not.   

 

7.4 Sample and Data 

Data from all three cohorts are used in the following analyses, though the use of the 

Respondent Language variable necessitates restricting Respondent Language = CF 

(Cajun French) to bilinguals only.  Even if they are familiar with all of the terms in the 

French survey, if a participant does not identify as a French-speaker, then s/he cannot be 

counted as having the Respondent Language of Cajun French.  For this reason, 

Respondent Language = CF is restricted to bilinguals and Respondent Language = 

English contains data from all monolingual study participants (including Cohorts 1, 2, 

and 3).   

 

E, P, and A ratings are averaged over respondents and terms, by cohort.  The Bilingual 

averages, which have been used in other analyses, appear in Table 7.1 (top row) 
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according to the layout of Table 3.2 above.  Data from monolinguals in Cohorts 1, 2, and 

3 are combined in the bottom row.   

Cell 1: Upper left, EPA ratings for CF speakers (bilinguals) rating CF 

terms. 

Cell 2: Upper right, EPA ratings for CF speakers (bilinguals) rating 

English terms. 

Cell 3: Lower left, EPA ratings for Cohort 1 & 2 (monolinguals) and 3, 

combined, rating CF terms. 

Cell 4: Lower right, EPA ratings for Cohort 1 & 2 (monolinguals) and 3, 

combined, rating English terms. 

 

 

Table 7.1 Target Language by Respondent Language, 

Means  

  TL  

  French English  

 French/ E=2.581 E=2.659  

   Bilingual P=2.631 P=2.482  

RL N=1102 A=0.869 A=0.803  

  E=2.932 E=2.761  

 English P=2.437 P=2.299  

 N=1464 A=1.160 A=0.916  

     

 

 

Based on these data, Hypothesis 3 must be rejected.  Table 7.2 contains the test of 

Hypothesis 3, which states that there should be less of a difference within Target 

Language than within Respondent Language when the language of interest is French, or 

in this case that because all respondents are member of the same subculture, they should 
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rate the French terms that are specifically shared through their connection to that culture 

more similarly than bilingual people rate terms in the two languages that they speak.  If 

culture were overriding language, the difference between Cell 1 and Cell 3 (everyone 

rating French terms connected to their culture) should be smaller than the difference 

between Cell 1 and Cell 2 (bilinguals rating terms in two different languages).  As 

evidenced by Table 7.2, this is not the case, and Hypothesis 3 must be rejected.  All 

values in Table 7.2 and 7.3 should be viewed in terms of absolute values because a larger 

value – whether positive or negative – still indicates a greater difference between means.    

According to the differences recorded in Table 7.2, there is a greater difference in how 

bilinguals and monolinguals perceive the minority language than between how bilinguals 

perceive their two different languages
64

.   

 

Table 7.2 Hypothesis 3: |Cell 1 - Cell 3| < |Cell 1 - Cell 2|? 

 |Cell 1-Cell 3|  |Cell 1-Cell 2|  

 E = 0.351 > E = 0.078  

 P = 0.194 > P = 0.149  

 A = 0.291 > A = 0.066  

 

Table 7.3 contains the test of Hypothesis 4, which, like Hypothesis 3, states that there 

should also be less of a difference within Target Language than within Respondent 

Language when the language of interest is English.  If there exists a common, underlying 

connection to language through culture – the language being English and the culture 

being American – then there should be less of a difference between monolinguals and 

bilinguals rating English terms than between monolinguals rating terms in two different 
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 Respondent Language broken down by Cohort 2 and 3, separately, show the same pattern found in the 

aggregate data displayed in Table 7.2.   
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languages.  Again, the values below should be viewed as absolute because a larger 

number, no matter the direction, indicates a greater difference.  While Hypothesis 3 

received no support, Hypothesis 4 receives limited support, with the difference being in 

the predicted direction on the E and A dimensions only
65

.     

 

 

Table 7.3 Hypothesis 4: |Cell 4 - Cell 2| < |Cell 4 - Cell 3|  

 |Cell 4-Cell 2|  |Cell 4-Cell 3|  

 E = 0.102 < E = 0.171  

 P = 0.183 > P = 0.138  

 A = 0.113 < A = 0.244  

 

 

7.5 Analysis 

Hypotheses 3 and 4 both predicted that differences would be greater within Respondent 

Language than within Target Language, or that no matter the language being rated, there 

would be less of a difference between average ratings within the rated language than 

between whether the speaker were bilingual or monolingual.  Support for these two 

hypotheses would have indicated that, because all study participants were familiar with 

most of the survey words in both English and French – even though most participants 

were not bilingual – cultural meanings were being transmitted generationally along with 

dictionary meanings.  If we were to observe a greater difference within how a respondent 

rated words in 2 different languages vs. less of a difference between how bilinguals and 

monolinguals rated words in a particular language, then we could say that it does not 
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 Respondent Language data broken down by Cohort 2 and Cohort 3, separately, show no support for H3 

in Cohort 2 and a similar pattern of limited support (E and P instead of E and A) in Cohort 3 as found in the 

aggregate data displayed in Table 7.3. 
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matter whether the minority language is dying – affective, culturally-based meanings are 

being passed on anyway.  This, however, is not the case.        

 

I find absolutely no support for Hypothesis 3, which posits that French language ratings 

will be more similar across all speakers than cross-language ratings will be for bilinguals.  

Instead, there are larger differences for each affective dimension for the French language 

between different types of speakers, and these differences hold both for aggregate 

monolingual data as well as when the data are broken down by cohort.  We know from 

Chapter 5 that bilinguals view French and English differently.  Is this view of French 

transmitted to younger generations (monolingual-English Cajuns)?  No, it is not.  The 

data in Table 7.2 say that monolinguals and bilinguals perceive a greater difference 

within the language on which their cultural and ethnic identity is based (French) than 

between the two languages they now bridge.  There is a greater gap between how the two 

groups view French than between how bilinguals view French and English. 

 

Mixed support, however, is garnered for Hypothesis 4, which deals with the English side 

of the data, positing that English language ratings will be more similar across all speakers 

than cross-language ratings will be for monolinguals.  H4 is supported on the E and A 

dimensions, leading to the conclusion that niceness and noisiness levels are more similar 

on English between types of speakers than they are between languages for English-only 

speakers.  This finding is somewhat confusing, but it does suggest that there are more 

similarities between how bilinguals and monolinguals in this culture see English than 
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how they see French.  This in itself is not surprising because English is the dominant 

language being transitioned into.  It is the language that all respondents have in common.  

If I had been able to include in the study native Cajuns who only spoke French, more of a 

difference might have been observed.   

 

A fourth data sample was collected for this study, consisting of Catholic, non-Cajun 

elderly people.  This sample was meant simply to serve as a comparison for Cohort 1 – if 

the ratings were significantly different between Cohort 1 and Sample 4, then it would 

contribute to the evidence of the existence of a language-based ethnic subculture in 

Louisiana.  The Cohort 1 findings could then not be explained away only by the age of 

the respondents.  The Sample 4 data (aggregated) are significantly different from the 

Cohort 1 data, as well as the Cohort 2 and 3 data.   

 

In Table 7.4 below each Louisiana Cohort is compared to the Sample 4 data as well as to 

aggregate English ratings for the terms of interest from Program Interact.  While the 

Sample 4 ratings are still higher than even those found in Program Interact, they are not 

as high as any of the ratings found in the Louisiana sample.  The differences recorded at 

the bottom of Table 7.4 are the differences (these are between-term differences 

aggregated by language – while I have standard deviations for my own data, I do not 

have them for Interact data) between Sample 4 ratings and the various Louisiana Cohorts.  

The significant differences on all three dimensions between Cohort 1 and Sample 4 tell us 

that we are likely not witnessing an age effect in these data, as the Sample 4 participants 
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are comparable in age to the Cohort 1 participants, nor can these differences be attributed 

to a religion effect, as all participants identify (or identified at some point) as Catholic.  

Table 7.4 Means and Differences for Louisiana Cohorts* vs. Sample 4 

Data, ENGLISH DATA ONLY 

     

 E P A  

C1 2.619 2.433 0.866 N=1239 

C2 2.580 2.271 0.528 N=1205 

C3 2.507 2.226 1.338 N=1167 

Interact 1.402 1.159 0.750 N=264 

Sample 4 2.418 1.962 0.302 N=327 

     

C1, diff 0.201 (1.73)*** .471* (4.58) .564* (4.35)  

C2, diff 0.162
a
 (1.33) .310** (3.02) .227

a
 (1.78)  

C3, diff 0.089 (.66) .264*** (2.19) 1.036* (7.81)  

Interact, diff .933 (10.15)* .823* (9.05) -.414* (-4.21) N=264 

***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05, 
a
p<.10, t-scores in parentheses    

 

7.6 Discussion 

Hypotheses 3 and 4 were written in the hope of seeing transmission of culture through 

language.  CODOFIL has done a remarkable job of instituting French instruction into 

grade-schools, but this does not seem to have been enough to preserve the original 

conception of the area’s culture.  Non-speakers are learning the French language, but it 

does not carry the same connotations – the same affective meanings – as the language 

spoken by the older generation.  More relative similarities are observed in how they 

affectively perceive English than in how they perceive French, indicating a shift toward a 

monocultural, if not yet fully monolingual, society.   
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In terms of bilingualism, there was some hesitation over where to include certain 

speakers who identified as what Holloway (1997) has called semi-speakers (as 

distinguished from speakers).  This is not a linguistic distinction I make in this study, 

though most of those who could be termed semi-speakers were members of Cohort 1.  He 

notes that, “in very many cases semi-speakers maintain close ties with some family 

member of their grandparents’ generation,” calling this the “grandmother factor” (39).  

According to this idea, people who maintain close ties to older, non-dominant-language 

speaking family members are more likely to be semi-speakers themselves.  Though this 

phenomenon seems to have a superficial effect in the qualitative data cited above for 

Cohort 2 (middle-aged), it is not a factor for Cohort 3.  Not one of the members of Cohort 

3 (high-school aged) self-identifies as a French speaker or even a semi-speaker, no matter 

how many of their grandparents identify as such
66

.  This serves as more evidence for the 

findings in this chapter.   

 

Ethnic identity in South Louisiana is strong.  Being Cajun is important to people – it is 

how they define themselves as different from others, and it is also how others identify 

them as being different.  Several academic pieces, both in sociology and linguistic 

literatures, were published a decade ago about how being Cajun is inextricably linked to 

the French language of the area.  The findings from my study, however, indicate that the 

language has become less important because the cultural meanings are not being passed 

down.  These findings seem to contradict Henry and Bankston’s 1997 study on Cajun 
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 Though I did not record information from Cohort 3 about how close they are to their grandparents, most 

people in this age group in Louisiana do have a great deal of contact with the older people in their family.   
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ethnicity and whether it has become merely symbolic.  They state that both heritage and a 

connection to the French language serve as referents for the symbols observed today in 

Cajun culture, but the younger my respondents get (hearken back to the qualitative 

responses at the beginning of this chapter), the less likely they are to mention either the 

French language or an Acadian heritage as components, much less integral components, 

constituting their self-defined ethnicity.       

 

As well, this information is contrary to what Dubois and Melancon (1997) find in their 

extensive and geographically diverse survey of Louisiana residents who self-identify as 

Cajun.  They note that “Cajun identity rests fundamentally in the linguistic ability of the 

speakers, regardless of the age group one is in,” though their age groups cover only age 

20 and above (63).  They note that: 

“Many researchers have reported an evolution or a change in progress of Cajun 

identity, although these intuitions have not been confirmed empirically.  Many 

speakers who have only a passive competence in the language identify themselves 

as Cajun; others claim to belong to the community by virtue of their genalogy or 

cultural heritage though they do not speak French; some individual even identify 

themselves as Cajun despite lacking both Cajun ancestry and linguistic ability in 

Cajun French, claiming that everyone living in South Louisiana is to some extent 

Cajun.  Several people base the delimitation of the Cajun community on a certain 

attitude toward life (Cajun is la joie de vivre) or, more humorously, on culinary 

qualifications (a true Cajun is someone who can look at a rice field and tell you 
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how may servings of gumbo it will yield)” (Dubois and Melancon 1997:64). 

  

Though my sample is not as geographically diverse or as large as theirs, my research does 

empirically confirm such “intuitions.”  All personal responses above were given by 

participants in an interview and/or question format, and each participant was asked when 

volunteering for the study whether they considered themselves to be Cajun.  The 

statements and experiences recorded through this study seem enough to say that a 

definition of ethnic identity is changing in Louisiana, and while it does seem to be age-

based, it does not seem to be language based.  Differences in how monolinguals and 

bilinguals perceive the French language – and a lack of difference in how they perceive 

the English language – all point toward the notion that the French language is both 

changing and leaving Louisiana, though this does not seem to affect self-identification as 

Cajun.  Trepanier (1991) and Bankston and Henry (1998:7) both note a “strong positive 

relationship between French language use and the geographical concentration of Cajuns,” 

which means that my locus of Lafayette parish and the immediate surrounding areas may 

account for my ease in locating people who self-identify as Cajun, but the question of the 

relationship between language and ethnic identification in this group should certainly be 

revisited based on these new data.   

 

In terms of the information recorded in Table 7.4 comparing Sample 4 to the Louisiana 

Cohorts and comparable data from Program Interact, there could be several explanations 

for these differences. We could posit an age effect as the underlying reason for earlier 
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observed differences between Cohort 1 data and the American data reported on Interact.  

Sample 4 was collected specifically for this purpose, however, and the Sample 4 data are 

not only significantly different from the Cohort 1 means, but also from the Program 

Interact means.  All of these data are being examined as aggregates on language rather 

than by term and/or participant (my data would produce Ns too low to make any kind of 

meaningful comparison), though a majority of the terms used in my study are domain-

localized.  We might also posit a religion effect for all of the data in my sample – all 

participants either currently identify or identified for a significant portion of their lives as 

Catholic.  As this variable is constant between Sample 4 and the Louisiana data, it does 

not serve as an adequate explanation; however, it may contribute to the differences 

observed between my data and the Program Interact data.  I do not know the religious 

breakdown of the Interact data, but it is unlikely that the percentage of Catholic 

respondents would be small enough to observe the magnitude of differences shown in 

Table 6.4.  The final possible explanation for the observed differences between the 

Louisiana data, the Sample 4 data, and the Program Interact data is an experimenter 

effect.  All of my data (excepting half of Cohort 3) were collected in one-on-one settings, 

usually in the respondent’s home.  While Cohort 1 had the added effect of a video- or 

audio-taped interview prior to each survey, they were not filmed while they filled out the 

survey.  This may account for the observed differences between Cohort 1 and Sample 4 – 

both elderly – but it would not affect either Cohort 2 or 3.  Of all of these possible 

explanations for the observed differences in the different data sets, an experimenter effect 

is the most likely.    



 

 

197 

CHAPTER 8 – CONCLUSION AND FINAL THOUGHTS 

 

Cultural understanding is not necessarily linked with linguistic ability, though people – 

both researchers and armchair theoreticians alike (many of whom offered their opinions 

throughout the progress of this study) – will probably agree language fluency does make 

cultural understanding easier to achieve.  In the absence of fluency, however, how is 

cultural understanding to be obtained?  I have made the argument in this work that 

culture can be transmitted through limited language use, as long as the affective meanings 

of the original language remain in tact through the generations.  This does not occur in 

the specific cultural case and language examined in this study.  While I have shown that 

bilinguals do perceive affective differences in the languages they speak, particularly 

when those two languages are connected to different realms of speakers’ lives, and I have 

shown that a type of language shift is occurring in the culture of interest and that it is 

possible to track this shift through affective language meanings, I have not been able to 

show that cultural meaning has been transmitted through language.  Loss of language 

does mean loss of culture.      

 

The reasoning behind the project has been twofold.  Academically, the study of how 

language is classified cognitively, as well as the goal of understanding how differences in 

these categories operate and are maintained, reveal an insight into the process of 

socialization.  Mead, Mills, Sapir, and Whorf all shared an ambition to unravel the cryptic 

pattern classification as carried out in social life, and this path ultimately begins with 

communication between potential members.  Modern theoretical interests and 
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methodological advances have made the academic goal of comprehending the operation 

of various communications systems possible; I have sought to complement this 

knowledge through the extension of existing ideas coupled with advances in technique.   

 

The second motive for the study is more applied in nature.  I am interested in the 

preservation of culture.  The “melting pot” notion of American culture has overwhelmed 

the way-of-life of many of the unique ethnic groups contributing to the colossus that has 

become the United States.  Through the efforts of preservation groups across the country, 

we are now living in an age in which we can once again feel pride in our heritage, though 

much of the damage is already irreversible.  Groups like the Louisiana Cajuns will lose 

their native language within a few generations, and because language and culture are so 

inextricably tied, other important elements of the culture will fade and in time be lost as 

well.  The methods I have developed for and through this study will aid in the 

preservation of Louisiana’s Cajun French heritage through the documentation of the 

intertwined affective aspects of its language and culture.  I hope that other researchers 

with an interest in cultural preservation will be able to both benefit from and build on this 

work to make the widespread documentation – not only linguistic documentation, but 

also affective documentation – of dying cultures possible.        

 

While the data collected for this project are unique and contribute to several different 

areas of literature in sociology, anthropology, and methodology, there are things that 

should/could have been done differently.  While I do think the data collection 
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methodology devised for Cohort 1 was correct, I believe the data should have been 

collected differently for Cohort 3.  I went through a church youth group and otherwise 

specifically sought out students in the required age group who identified as Catholic.  

This method of data collection, while convenient for my purposes, may be a reason that 

these data do not more closely resemble the data from Program Interact.  Had the data 

been collected in a more traditional, school-type environment, with many students all 

performing the same task at the same time, I think the numbers might have been 

different.  I assumed a teacher identity and demeanor with these people, but I was not 

appropriately situated for this identity to be valid.  Also, given that Cajun French is a 

spoken language, I should have walked through the survey with each person and said 

each word aloud.  I did not do this because I did not want to bias the data; however, I may 

have biased it more by not performing this action. 

 

I would, in a future study, like to collect more qualitative information from Cohort 3-aged 

participants.  Such information would be invaluable in determining how younger 

generations view their status as members of an ethnic subculture, which is not necessarily 

tied to language.  I would also like to add to the data in Sample 4 using the same 

snowball method to find elderly, non-Cajuns who identify as Catholic in Louisiana.  This 

could be accomplished by contacting volunteer agencies outside of the Lafayette area, 

which still might net Catholic individuals but avoid those who self-identify as Cajun.     

 



 

 

200 

This project was begun out of a desire to integrate my interest in own heritage with my 

interests in language and my training as a social scientist.  My own grandfather provided 

the impetus for the project back in 2004, and though it has taken longer than I had 

originally anticipated, I am pleased with the results of this work.  I feel that I have done 

justice to the people who have participated in the study in recording and describing their 

stories, lives, and culture, and I hope that they may feel pride in having participated in 

this work.   
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 APPENDIX A. SURVEYS 

 

APPENDIX A.1 ENGLISH SURVEY 

 

Directions: This survey is designed to measure how we feel about things common to our 

culture.  Mark an X on the line between the two adjectives to indicate where you feel the 

term at the top lies.     

Think of the terms as: A person who is… or A ______ as a place or an event is…. 

 
Catholic 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Baptist 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 
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Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

Wedding 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

 

To work 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 
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Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

 

Wife 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

To kiss 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 
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Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

 
Mass 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

Church 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 
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Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

To eat 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Priest 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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God 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Heaven 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Godchild 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Hell 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Sinner 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Father 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Grandchild 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Grandfather 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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To laugh 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Mother 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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To baptize 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

Child 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Young 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Daughter 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Son 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Godmother 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Sister 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

To dance 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Cousin 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Stupid 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Aunt 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Brother 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Mischievous 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Uncle 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Grandmother 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

  

Old 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Husband 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Godfather 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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To sleep 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Sweet 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Little 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

Extra 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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APPENDIX A.2 FRENCH SURVEY 

 

Directions: This survey is designed to measure how we feel about things common to our 

culture.  Mark an X on the line between the two adjectives to indicate where you feel the 

term at the top lies.     

Think of the terms as A person who is … or A _______ as a place or an event is….   

 

 
Catholic 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 
Baptist 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 
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Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Mariage 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 
Travailler 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 
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Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Embrasser 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

la Messe 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 
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Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

Eglise 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

Manger 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 
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Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

Prêtre 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

Le Bon Dieu 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Père 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Petit-enfant 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Grandpère 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Mère 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Baptizer 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Bébé 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 



 

 

230 

Jeune 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Fille 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Fils 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Marraine 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Soeur 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

Danser 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 



 

 

233 

Cousin 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Bête 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Tante 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Frère 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Canaille 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Oncle/N’onc 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Grandmère 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Vieux/Vieille 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Parrain 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Dormir 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Cher/Cha’ 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

 

Petit/Tee’ 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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Lagniappe 

 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 
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APPENDIX A.3 FRENCH SURVEY FOR BILINGUALS 

 

Les directions : Cette étude est conçue pour mesurer comment nous nous sentons des 

choses communes à notre culture. Marquer un X sur la ligne entre les deux adjectifs pour 

indiquer où vous sentez le terme est situé.   

 

Catholic 
 

Powerful___________________________________________________Powerless  

 

Good      ___________________________________________________Bad 

 

Active    ___________________________________________________Inactive  

   

Big    ___________________________________________________Little 

 

Nice       ___________________________________________________Awful 

 

Noisy    ___________________________________________________Quiet 

  

Fast    ___________________________________________________Slow 

 

Pleasant  ___________________________________________________Unpleasant 

 

 

Baptist 
 

  ________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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Mariage 
 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Travailler 
 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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Femme 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Embrasser 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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la Messe 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Eglise 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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Manger 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

Prêtre 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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le Bon Dieu 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Ciel 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 



 

 

246 

Fil/Filleul 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Enfer 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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Pécheur 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Père 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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Petits-enfant 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Grandpère 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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Rire 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Mère 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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Baptizer 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Bébé 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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Jeune 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Fille 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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Fils 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Marraine 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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Soeur 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Danser 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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Cousin 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Bête 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 



 

 

255 

Tante 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Frère 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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Canaille 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Oncle/N’onc 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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Grandmère 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Vieux/Vieille 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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Mari 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Parrain 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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Dormir 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Cher/Cha’ 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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Petit/Tee’ 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 

 

 

Lagniappe 

 

________________________________________________________ 

 

  ________________________________________________________   

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  

 

 ________________________________________________________  
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APPENDIX B. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SHEET 

 

Demographic Data  

 

Name: __________________________________________ 

 

Sex: _____   

 

Age: _________ 

 

Place of Birth: ________________________________________(city, state) 

 

Religion: ________________________ 

 

List of up to 10 people you talk to on a regular basis: 

 

a. Name  

Read aloud: First names only are needed.  I will not use this information beyond 

your interview.  This information will be used to look at what kinds of 

relationships people use different languages in.    

b. Relation (friend, family member, neighbor, etc.)  

c. Would you say that you speak to them mainly in French, mainly in English, or an 

even mixture of both?  

1a. __________________________  6a. ______________________________ 

1b. __________________________  6b. ______________________________ 

1c. __________________________  6c. ______________________________ 

 

2a. __________________________  7a. ______________________________ 

2b. __________________________  7b. ______________________________ 

2c. __________________________  7c. ______________________________ 

 

3a. __________________________  8a. _____________________________ 

3b. __________________________  8b. _____________________________ 

3c. __________________________  8c. _____________________________ 

 

4a. __________________________  9a. ____________________________ 

4b. __________________________  9b. ____________________________ 

4c. __________________________  9c. ____________________________ 

 

5a. __________________________  10a. ____________________________ 

5b. __________________________  10b. ____________________________ 

5c. __________________________  10c. ____________________________ 
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APPENDIX C. HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX D. DICTIONARY 

 

E P A Means for Terms, by Language, by Cohort (French terms italicized) 

Standard Deviations in parentheses, followed by N (observations) 

          

Cohort 1, English Cohort 1, French 

 Terms E P A  Terms E P A 

1 catholic 2.681 2.132 0.05 1 catholic 2.817 2.902 0.55 

  (1.014) 30 (1.316) 29 (1.675) 30   (1.196) 30 (.944) 29 (1.965) 30 

          

2 baptist  1.807 1.625 0.625 2 baptist 1.685 2.017 0.541 

  (1.534) 17 (1.411) 18 (1.347) 17   (1.746) 17 (1.864) 16 (1.627) 17 

          

3 wedding 2.925 2.485 1.808 3 mariage 2.809 2.886 1.346 

  (.845) 30 (1.068) 30 (1.803) 30   (.937) 29 (.930) 28 (1.532) 28 

          

4 to work 2.611 2.838 1.629 4 travailler 2.529 2.93 1.206 

  (.932) 31 (.889) 31 (1.668) 30   (1.273) 28 (.922) 28 (1.659) 27 

          

5 wife 3.063 2.68 1.136 5 femme 2.927 2.535 0.98 

  (.871) 30 (1.148) 30 (1.544) 30   (.898) 25 (1.053) 24 (1.652) 26 

          

6 to kiss 2.812 2.721 0.147 6 embrasser 2.654 2.392 1.055 

  (1.158) 29 (1.436) 29 (2.473) 30   (1.100) 25 (1.349) 26 (1.946) 25 

          

7 mass 3.136 3.087 0.144 7 messe 2.976 2.903 0.236 



 

 

265 

 

 

          

8 church 2.959 2.892 0.007 8 eglise 2.999 2.832 -0.037 

  (.912) 29 (1.065) 30 (2.258) 29   (.886) 29 (.10) 29 (2.258) 29 

          

9 to eat 3.111 2.764 0.678 9 manger 2.991 2.915 0.856 

  (.945) 29 (1.111) 27 (2.638) 28   (.933) 28 (1.117) 28 (2.192) 29 

          

10 priest 2.626 2.534 0.46 10 pretre 2.681 3.002 0.59 

  (1.266) 30 (.997) 30 (1.769) 30   (1.122) 28 (.868) 28 (1.993) 28 

          

11 god 3.599 3.684 1.09 11 bon dieu 3.472 3.474 0.937 

  (.579) 31 (.567) 31 (2.367) 30   (.694) 27 (.726) 28 (2.376) 28 

          

12 heaven 3.575 3.452 0.838 12 ciel 3.06 3.188 0.37 

  (.568) 30 (.688) 29 (2.389) 29   (.936) 26 (.808) 26 (2.406) 26 

          

13 godchild 3.117 2.319 1.394 13 filleul 2.724 2.819 0.955 

  (.981) 30 (1.674) 30 (1.835) 28   (.869) 19 (1.107) 19 (1.494) 19 

          

14 hell -2.851 0.486 0.343 14 enfer -2.656 0.844 0.645 

  (1.552) 29 (2.219) 27 (2.345) 29   (1.718) 25 (2.340) 25 (2.469) 25 

          

15 sinner -2.151 -0.62 0.493 15 pecheur -1.314 0.921 0.571 

  (2.192) 29 (1.901) 29 (2.053) 27   (2.508) 23 (1.645) 21 (2.585) 23 

          

  (.804) 30 (.813) 31 (2.137) 31   (.961) 28 (.971) 29 (2.145) 29 
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16 father 3.336 3.198 0.499 16 pere 2.997 3.069 0.924 

  (.746) 30 (.884) 30 (2.192) 30   (.936) 27 (1.00) 27 (2.033) 27 

          

17 grandchild 3.358 2.829 2.025 17 

petits 

enfants 2.456 2.466 1.585 

  (.631) 30 (1.267) 30 (1.608) 30   (1.343) 28 (1.202) 29 (1.658) 29 

          

18 grandfather 3.275 3.092 0.35 18 grandpere  3.066 2.853 0.652 

  (.827) 30 (1.069) 30 (2.056) 29   (.938) 29 (1.20) 29 (1.985) 29 

          

19 to laugh 3.462 3.264 2.8 19 rire 2.968 3.072 2.088 

  (.602) 30 (.801) 30 (1.198) 29   (1.075) 24 (.920) 25 (1.864) 25 

          

20 mother 3.695 3.377 0.585 20 mere 3.257 3.105 1.259 

  (.423) 31 (.776) 31 (2.357) 31   (.756) 29 (.893) 29 (2.280) 29 

          

21 to baptize 3.435 3.313 0.143 21 baptizer 3.102 3.114 0.406 

  (.877) 31 (.745) 31 (2.298) 30   (.931) 26 (.963) 27 (1.979) 27 

          

22 child 3.175 3.049 2.288 22 bebe 2.808 2.283 1.65 

  (1.027) 31 (1.344) 31 (1.683) 30   (1.139) 28 (1.577) 28 (1.553) 28 

          

23 young 2.976 2.917 2.346 23 jeune 2.544 2.478 1.894 

  (1.025) 29 (1.273) 30 (1.753) 30   (1.253) 29 (1.385) 29 (1.512) 29 

          

24 daughter 3.385 3.261 1.906 24 fille 2.893 2.734 1.232 

  (.603) 30 (.862) 30 (1.554) 30   (.883) 29 (.947) 29 (1.486) 29 
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25 son  3.189 3.17 1.856 25 fils 2.829 3.076 1.91 

  (1.009) 30 (.886) 29 (2.045) 30   (.952) 26 (.726) 26 (1.426) 26 

          

26 godmother 3.335 2.774 0.246 26 marraine 3.17 2.667 0.698 

  (.762) 31 (1.307) 31 (2.283) 31   (.747) 27 (1.225) 27 (2.224) 27 

          

27 sister 3.324 2.651 0.853 27 soeur 2.912 2.702 1.151 

  (.876) 30 (1.774) 30 (2.315) 30   (.941) 27 (1.218) 27 (1.725) 27 

          

28 to dance 2.733 2.373 1.828 28 danser 2.962 2.869 1.629 

  (1.264) 30 (1.474) 30 (2.030) 30   (.902) 28 (.943) 27 (1.689) 28 

          

29 cousin 2.767 2.311 1.349 29 cousin 2.636 2.385 1.236 

  (1.084) 30 (1.327) 30 (1.857) 30   (1.271) 29 (1.615) 29 (1.657) 29 

          

30 stupid -1.498 -0.791 0.136 30 bete -0.498 0.422 1.219 

  (2.149) 27 (2.134) 29 (1.926) 28   (2.498) 27 (2.477) 27 (2.264) 27 

          

31 aunt 3.006 2.377 -0.095 31 tante 2.947 2.614 0.623 

  (.991) 29 (1.455) 28 (1.764) 29   (1.064) 29 (1.309) 29 (1.763) 29 

          

32 brother 2.828 2.708 1.163 32 frere 2.913 2.633 1.644 

  (1.716) 29 (1.269) 29 (2.310) 28   (1.105) 29 (1.268) 29 (1.388) 29 

          

33 mischievous 0.228 1.113 1.721 33 canaille 0.036 1.505 1.622 

  (2.648) 27 (1.886) 28 (1.413) 28   (2.080) 30 (1.524) 29 (1.908) 30 
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34 uncle 3.107 2.689 0.603 34 n'onc 2.917 2.798 0.762 

  (.971) 29 (1.333) 29 (1.832) 29   (.944) 28 (1.065) 28 (1.487) 28 

          

35 grandmothe 3.478 2.732 0.56 35 grandmere 3.172 2.74 0.488 

  (.681) 29 (1.406) 29 (2.411) 29   (.781) 29 (1.072) 29 (2.117) 29 

          

36 old 1.604 0.426 -0.744 36 vieux 2.368 1.76 -0.093 

  (2.131) 31 (2.392) 31 (2.429) 31   (1.313) 28 (1.735) 27 (1.971) 28 

          

37 husband 3.316 3.213 0.999 37 mari 2.94 3.07 0.861 

  (.719) 30 (.850) 29 (1.993) 29   (.917) 27 (.852) 27 (1.458) 27 

          

38 godfather 2.811 1.953 0.366 38 parrain 2.836 2.517 0.968 

  (1.256) 31 (1.693) 31 (2.246) 30   (1.039) 29 (1.112) 29 (1.786) 29 

          

39 to sleep 3.305 2.159 -0.676 39 dormir 2.952 2.217 -0.454 

  (.735) 31 (1.386) 31 (2.195) 31   (.903) 28 (1.475) 28 (1.999) 28 

          

40 sweet 3.213 2.796 0.345 40 cher 2.93 2.838 1.194 

  (.832) 30 (1.113) 30 (2.435) 29   (1.077) 29 (1.100) 29 (1.853) 29 

          

41 little 1.889 0.962 1.074 41 tee 2.552 1.923 0.961 

  (1.831) 30 (1.979) 30 (2.310) 29   (1.150) 28 (1.621) 28 (1.574) 28 

          

42 extra 2.89 2.441 1.012 42 lagniappe 2.749 2.38 1.234 

  (1.07) 29 (1.316) 30 (1.803) 29   (1.395) 29 (1.326) 29 (1.728) 29 
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Cohort 2, English Cohort 2, French 

 Terms E P A  Terms E P A 

1 catholic 2.61 1.665 0.314 1 catholic 2.574 2.613 0.412 

  (1.376) 28 (1.373) 29 (1.797) 29   (2.069) 28 (1.110) 28 (1.996) 28 

          

2 baptist 1.868 1.867 0.681 2 baptist 2.112 1.629 0.76 

  (1.649) 28 (.903) 28 (1.553) 28   (1.632) 28 (1.569) 28 (1.664) 28 

          

3 wedding 3.378 3.034 1.885 3 mariage 3.595 3.267 1.21 

  (.640) 29 (.888) 29 (1.429) 29   (.371) 28 (.735) 28 (1.495) 28 

          

4 to work 2.71 2.938 1.374 4 travailler 2.681 2.989 1.094 

  (1.043) 29 (.766) 29 (1.306) 29   (1.190) 21 (.956) 21 (1.736) 21 

          

5 wife 3.298 2.665 0.98 5 femme . . . 

  (.613) 29 (1.050) 28 (1.567) 29   . . . 

          

6 to kiss 3.198 2.675 -0.153 6 embrasser 3.023 2.113 0.514 

  (.695) 29 (1.149) 29 (1.979) 29   (.792) 18 (1.465) 18 (2.246) 18 

          

7 mass 2.967 2.433 -0.805 7 messe 3.203 2.726 -0.213 

  (1.330) 29 (1.325) 29 (1.728) 29   (.631) 21 (1.258) 21 (2.268) 21 

          

8 church 2.96 2.66 -0.61 8 eglise 3 2.686 -0.366 

  (1.231) 29 (1.208) 29 (1.657) 29   (1.004) 23 (1.120) 23 (2.280) 23 
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9 to eat 3.324 2.94 0.108 9 manger 3.44 2.982 0.952 

  (.665) 29 (1.129) 29 (2.041) 29   (.551) 27 (1.067) 27 (1.715) 27 

          

10 priest 2.062 2.472 -0.613 10 pretre 2.343 2.471 -0.149 

  (1.943) 29 (1.114) 29 (1.893) 29   (1.611) 20 (1.185) 20 (1.861) 20 

          

11 god 3.678 3.637 -0.386 11 bon dieu 3.512 3.31 0.001 

  (.512) 29 (.711) 29 (2.647) 29   (.554) 21 (.937) 21 (2.198) 21 

          

12 heaven 3.621 3.213 -0.76 12 ciel . . . 

  (.710) 29 (1.097) 29 (2.700) 29      

          

13 godchild 3.051 1.75 0.737 13 filleul . . . 

  (.865) 29 (1.339) 29 (1.570) 29      

          

14 hell -3.329 0.735 1.224 14 enfer . . . 

  (1.087) 28 (2.474) 28 (1.990) 28      

          

15 sinner -2.588 -0.085 0.994 15 pecheur . . . 

  (1.449) 28 (1.866) 28 (1.609) 28      

          

16 father 3.399 3.342 0.261 16 pere 3.109 3.062 0.512 

  (.718) 29 (1.016) 29 (1.970) 29   (.834) 27 (.902) 27 (1.966) 27 

          

17 grandchild 3.236 2.171 1.927 17 

petits 

enfants 3.105 2.136 1.905 

  (.896) 29 (1.596) 29 (1.676) 29   (.749) 20 (1.555) 20 (1.811) 20 
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18 grandfather 3.312 2.775 -0.158 18 grandpere  3.352 2.824 0.088 

  (.775) 29 (1.295) 29 (1.761) 29   (.722) 28 (1.273) 28 (2.238) 28 

          

19 to laugh 3.729 3.577 2.672 19 rire . . . 

  (.300) 29 (.605) 29 (1.090) 29      

          

20 mother 3.311 3.179 0.763 20 mere 3.164 2.971 0.739 

  (1.252) 29 (1.029) 29 (1.833) 29   (1.156) 27 (.992) 27 (1.566) 27 

          

21 to baptize 3.521 3.173 -0.582 21 baptizer 3.316 2.781 -0.175 

  (.687) 29 (1.004) 29 (2.254) 29   (.684) 26 (1.227) 26 (1.916) 26 

          

22 child 3.351 2.784 2.241 22 bebe 3.271 2.09 1.237 

  (.748) 29 (1.413) 29 (1.672) 29   (.580) 28 (1.912) 28 (2.235) 28 

          

23 young 2.623 2.19 2.167 23 jeune 2.609 2.336 1.879 

  (1.229) 28 (1.451) 29 (1.634) 29   (1.080) 21 (1.409) 21 (1.571) 21 

          

24 daughter 3.447 2.735 1.022 24 fille 3.143 2.514 0.92 

  (.632) 29 (1.415) 29 (1.886) 29   (.652) 23 (1.185) 23 (1.804) 23 

          

25 son  3.187 2.822 1.859 25 fils 3.057 2.974 1.941 

  (1.123) 29 (1.154) 29 (1.629) 29   (1.140) 17 (1.124) 17 (1.901) 17 

          

26 godmother 3.048 2.152 -0.053 26 marraine 3.391 2.745 0.96 

  (1.024) 29 (1.932) 29 (2.094) 29   (.719) 22 (1.221) 22 (2.067) 22 
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27 sister 2.664 2.051 1.046 27 soeur 2.823 2.409 1.035 

  (1.656) 29 (1.547) 29 (1.798) 29   (1.598) 17 (1.223) 17 (1.401) 17 

          

28 to dance 3.393 3.147 2.646 28 danser 3.413 3.145 2.778 

  (.620) 29 (.784) 29 (1.314) 29   (.533) 25 (.880) 25 (1.345) 25 

          

29 cousin 3.103 2.289 1.329 29 cousin 3.178 2.584 1.448 

  (.707) 29 (1.220) 29 (1.534) 29   (.696) 28 (1.162) 28 (1.689) 28 

          

30 stupid -2.166 -1.215 -0.344 30 bete -1.182 -1.067 -0.072 

  (1.634) 27 (1.957) 27 (1.902) 27   (2.517) 15 (1.997) 15 (2.059) 15 

          

31 aunt 3.082 2.131 0.333 31 tante 3.281 2.49 0.736 

  (1.020) 28 (1.434) 29 (1.953) 28   (.824) 27 (1.393) 27 (1.893) 27 

          

32 brother 2.834 2.457 0.428 32 frere 2.743 2.685 0.81 

  (1.592) 29 (1.757) 29 (1.913) 29   (1.695) 24 (1.410) 24 (1.782) 24 

          

33 mischievous -0.097 1.262 1.508 33 canaille 1.179 1.969 1.64 

  (2.220) 28 (1.336) 27 (1.640) 29   (2.014) 28 (1.447) 28 (1.862) 28 

          

34 uncle 3.189 2.39 0.627 34 n'onc 3.174 2.474 0.745 

  (.872) 29 (1.370) 29 (1.936) 29   (.819) 28 (1.402) 28 (1.618) 28 

          

35 grandmothe 3.502 2.41 -0.919 35 grandmere 3.351 2.557 0.254 

  (.624) 29 (1.587) 29 (2.408) 29   (.791) 27 (1.209) 27 (2.060) 27 
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36 old 2.355 1.351 -1.351 36 vieux 2.08 1.305 -0.219 

  (1.757) 29 (1.467) 29 (1.713) 29   (1.777) 20 (1.752) 20 (2.307) 20 

          

37 husband 2.325 2.367 0.802 37 mari . . . 

  (2.013) 28 (1.529) 28 (1.982) 28      

          

38 godfather 2.94 2.137 0.555 38 parrain 2.859 2.52 0.605 

  (1.074) 29 (1.510) 29 (1.889) 29   (1.097) 27 (1.319) 28 (1.723) 28 

          

39 to sleep 3.585 1.958 -2.386 39 dormir 3.464 1.924 -1.751 

  (.504) 27 (1.691) 29 (1.898) 27   (.590) 24 (1.760) 23 (2.189) 24 

          

40 sweet 3.155 2.147 -0.195 40 cher 3.302 2.319 0.471 

  (1.079) 28 (2.026) 28 (2.175) 28   (.882) 27 (1.584) 27 (1.863) 27 

          

41 little 1.882 0.538 0.409 41 tee 2.8 1.494 0.698 

  (1.580) 29 (1.881) 28 (2.097) 29   (1.218) 27 (1.794) 28 (1.723) 28 

          

42 extra 2.897 1.96 0.415 42 lagniappe 3.349 2.496 0.737 

  (1.025) 29 (1.254) 29 (1.424) 29   (.705) 28 (1.451) 28 (1.739) 28 

          

Cohort 3, English Cohort 3, French 

 Terms E P A  Terms E P A 

1 catholic 2.981 2.698 1.236 1 catholic 3.455 3.539 1.91 

  (1.191) 28 (1.175) 27 (1.374) 28   (.964) 28 (.783) 28 (1.811) 28 
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2 baptist 2.016 1.493 1.825 2 baptist 3 2.662 2.28 

  (1.818) 28 (1.668) 28 (1.776) 28   (1.205) 28 (1.310) 28 (1.675) 28 

          

3 wedding 3.143 3.021 1.931 3 mariage 3.61 3.595 2.238 

  (.921) 27 (.940) 28 (1.610) 28   (.681) 28 (.770) 28 (1.677) 28 

          

4 to work 0.849 2.526 1.44 4 travailler 2.022 2.957 1.823 

  (2.079) 26 (1.005) 28 (1.695) 28   (1.516) 25 (1.145) 25 (1.380) 25 

          

5 wife 2.865 2.121 1.383 5 femme . . . 

  (1.046) 28 (1.561) 28 (1.616) 28      

          

6 to kiss 3.46 3.008 -1.046 6 embrasser 2.443 2.229 1.4 

  (.738) 28 (1.034) 28 (1.985) 28   (1.724) 12 (1.942) 12 (1.548) 12 

          

7 mass 3.112 2.991 -0.718 7 messe 3.582 3.743 1.177 

  (1.237) 28 (1.189) 28 (2.035) 28   (.839) 11 (.521) 12 (2.254) 11 

          

8 church 3.176 3.128 -0.254 8 eglise 3.29 3.244 1.272 

  (1.138) 28 (1.242) 28 (2.131) 28   (1.021) 18 (1.173) 18 (2.412) 18 

          

9 to eat 3.284 2.67 1.112 9 manger 3.568 3.209 1.933 

  (.756) 28 (1.350) 28 (1.865) 28   (.522) 24 (1.115) 24 (1.482) 24 

          

10 priest 3.435 3.151 0.639 10 pretre 3.09 2.86 1.37 

  (.921) 28 (1.106) 28 (1.900) 28   (.804) 5 (.866) 5 (2.629) 5 



 

 

275 

          

11 god 3.848 3.801 0.551 11 bon dieu 2.844 2.841 0.567 

  (.479) 28 (.738) 28 (2.30) 28   (1.332) 9 (1.053) 9 (2.442) 9 

          

12 heaven 3.863 3.727 1.132 12 ciel . . . 

  (.509) 28 (.590) 28 (2.381) 26      

          

13 godchild 2.722 1.834 1.827 13 filleul . . . 

  (1.521) 28 (1.881) 28 (1.655) 28      

          

14 hell -3.684 -1.129 0.574 14 enfer . . . 

  (.728) 28 (3.007) 27 (2.522) 28      

          

15 sinner -2.977 -1.596 -0.136 15 pecheur . . . 

  (1.353) 28 (2.544) 28 (1.712) 28      

          

16 father 2.943 3.293 1.963 16 pere 3.162 3.304 2.408 

  (1.414) 28 (.955) 28 (1.649) 28   (1.267) 23 (1.072) 23 (1.660) 23 

          

17 grandchild 2.964 2.218 2.081 17 

petits 

enfants 2.556 0.862 2.614 

  (1.391) 28 (1.735) 28 (1.719) 28   (1.408) 21 (2.374) 21 (1.303) 21 

          

18 grandfather 3.479 2.785 0.488 18 grandpere  3.315 2.66 0.419 

  (.969) 28 (1.751) 28 (2.420) 28   (1.075) 26 (1.699) 27 (2.512) 27 
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19 to laugh 3.786 3.577 3.197 19 rire . . . 

  (.502) 28 (.651) 28 (1.109) 28      

          

20 mother 3.509 2.892 1.744 20 mere 3.373 2.71 1.508 

  (.840) 28 (1.024) 28 (1.919) 28   (.967) 25 (1.228) 25 (1.719) 25 

          

21 to baptize 3.573 3.499 0.592 21 baptizer 3.467 3.155 0.818 

  (.775) 28 (.794) 28 (2.323) 28   (.761) 26 (.969) 26 (2.486) 26 

          

22 child 2.514 1.698 2.952 22 bebe 2.693 0.686 1.796 

  (1.734) 27 (1.894) 28 (1.034) 28   (1.680) 20 (2.314) 20 (1.736) 21 

          

23 young 2.851 1.967 3.346 23 jeune 3.201 2.116 2.6 

  (1.374) 28 (1.798) 28 (.933) 27   (1.138) 16 (1.568) 16 (1.332) 16 

          

24 daughter 2.955 2.04 2.418 24 fille 2.844 1.983 1.621 

  (1.246) 28 (1.627) 28 (1.819) 28   (1.498) 14 (1.633) 14 (1.767) 14 

          

25 son  2.67 2.633 2.734 25 fils 2.596 2.204 2.494 

  (1.701) 28 (1.183) 28 (1.368) 28   (1.263) 12 (1.139) 12 (1.231) 12 

          

26 godmother 3.074 2.32 1.247 26 marraine 3.044 2.611 1.483 

  (1.706) 28 (1.996) 28 (1.247) 28   (1.022) 6 (1.108) 6 (1.973) 6 

          

27 sister 1.678 1.373 1.522 27 soeur 2.409 2.074 1.357 

  (2.431) 28 (2.108) 28 (1.785) 28   (1.603) 17 (1.129) 17 (1.668) 17 
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28 to dance 3.399 3.254 2.736 28 danser 3.508 3.366 2.313 

  (.918) 28 (.889) 28 (1.591) 28   (.976) 24 (.895) 24 (1.616) 24 

          

29 cousin 2.911 2.129 2.674 29 cousin 2.882 2.649 2.463 

  (1.476) 28 (1.482) 28 (1.403) 28   (1.358) 28 (1.393) 28 (1.351) 28 

          

30 stupid -1.924 -0.734 0.442 30 bete -1.05 1.19 0.666 

  (2.227) 28 (2.486) 28 (2.436) 28   (2.245) 8 (2.118) 8 (1.878) 8 

          

31 aunt 3.067 2.392 2.097 31 tante 2.981 2.235 1.951 

  (1.395) 28 (1.510) 28 (1.624) 28   (1.393) 20 (1.503) 20 (1.878) 20 

          

32 brother 2.874 3.016 2.903 32 frere 3.049 2.865 2.408 

  (1.346) 28 (1.169) 28 (1.304) 28   (1.063) 19 (1.065) 19 (1.509) 19 

          

33 mischievous -0.151 1.525 1.723 33 canaille 0.846 2.319 2.238 

  (2.689) 28 (2.029) 28 (2.209) 28   (2.956) 12 (1.515) 12 (1.792) 12 

          

34 uncle 3.15 2.751 1.931 34 n'onc 3.247 2.9 2.259 

  (1.260) 28 (1.325) 28 (1.637) 28   (1.107) 25 (1.230) 25 (1.641) 25 

          

35 grandmother 3.469 2.391 1.258 35 grandmere 3.522 2.252 0.696 

  (1.042) 28 (1.823) 28 (2.422) 28   (.889) 28 (1.882) 27 (2.565) 28 

          

36 old 2.321 0.368 -0.85 36 vieux 0.829 0.371 -1.291 

  (1.934) 28 (2.429) 28 (2.491) 28   (1.752) 8 (1.893) 8 (1.911) 8 
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37 husband 3.15 3.218 2.217 37 mari . . . 

  (1.367) 25 (1.136) 25 (1.402) 25      

          

38 godfather 3.045 2.587 1.884 38 parrain 3.191 2.604 1.476 

  (1.329) 28 (1.615) 28 (1.70) 28   (1.077) 25 (1.367) 25 (1.824) 25 

          

39 to sleep 3.647 1.373 -1.145 39 dormir 3.574 1.413 -1.75 

  (.979) 26 (2.309) 28 (2.626) 28   (.919) 24 (1.998) 24 (2.156) 24 

          

40 sweet 3.87 2.899 0.442 40 cher 3.021 2.141 1.9 

  (.441) 28 (1.127) 28 (2.686) 28   (1.246) 13 (1.391) 13 (1.861) 13 

          

41 little 1.747 -0.026 0.863 41 tee 2.68 0.741 1.785 

  (2.293) 28 (2.373) 28 (2.521) 28   (1.340) 20 (2.077) 20 (2.004) 20 

          

42 extra 2.667 2.618 1.38 42 lagniappe 3.265 2.789 1.645 

  (1.589) 28 (1.538) 28 (2.152) 28   (1.301) 25 (1.232) 25 (2.112) 25 

 

          

 

Cohort 4, English 

 Terms E P A 

1 catholic 2.513 1.717 0.141 

  (.887) 8 (.848) 8 (1.076) 8 

     

2 baptist 0.904 1.246 1.281 

  (1.244) 4 (1.404) 4 (.856) 4 
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3 wedding 3.11 2.663 0.441 

  (.70) 8 (.941) 8 (1.743) 8 

     

4 to work 2.883 2.698 1.081 

  (.736) 8 (.818) 8 (1.622) 8 

     

5 wife 2.771 2.194 0.191 

  (1.431) 8 (1.491) 8 (1.761) 8 

     

6 to kiss 2.638 1.846 -0.428 

  (1.064) 8 (1.040) 8 (1.375) 8 

     

7 mass 3.075 2.554 -0.666 

  (.964) 8 (1.088) 8 (1.625) 8 

     

8 church 2.748 2.313 -0.866 

  (1.428) 8 (1.313) 8 (1.804) 8 

     

9 to eat 3.178 1.606 -0.459 

  (.934) 8 (1.149) 8 (.940) 8 

     

10 priest 1.963 2.152 0.569 

  (1.715) 8 (1.351) 8 (.793) 8 

     

11 god 3.477 3.385 -0.747 

  (.793) 8 (.888) 8 (1.237) 8 
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12 heaven 3.594 3.1 -1 

  (.540) 8 (1.155) 8 (1.364) 8 

     

13 godchild 2.713 1.904 -0.131 

  (1.577) 8 (1.869) 8 (2.139) 8 

     

14 hell -3.708 -0.158 0.147 

  (.405) 8 (2.011) 8 (1.864) 8 

     

15 sinner -2.367 0.11 0.571 

  (1.716) 7 (1.062) 7 (1.930) 7 

     

16 father 2.846 2.715 0.234 

  (1.378) 8 (1.176) 8 (2.010) 8 

     

17 grandchild 3.392 2.331 1.706 

  (.698) 8 (1.309) 8 (1.916) 8 

     

18 grandfather 3.308 2.192 -0.291 

  (.733) 8 (1.721) 8 (2.250) 8 

     

19 to laugh 3.417 3.196 1.95 

  (.661) 8 (.681) 8 (1.598) 8 

     

20 mother 3.169 2.677 0.122 

  (1.233) 8 (1.482) 8 (2.094) 8 
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21 to baptize 3.423 2.904 1.184 

  (.628) 8 (.864) 8 (.944) 8 

     

22 child 3.085 2.125 1.734 

  (.905) 8 (1.730) 8 (1.268) 8 

     

23 young 2.875 2.31 2.678 

  (1.387) 8 (.914) 8 (1.140) 8 

     

24 daughter 2.936 2.267 1.35 

  (1.110) 7 (1.174) 7 (1.586) 7 

     

25 son 2.863 2.996 1.753 

  (1.495) 8 (1.284) 8 (1.8283) 8 

     

26 godmother 3 1.035 -0.35 

  (1.186) 8 (2.356) 8 (1.550) 8 

     

27 sister 3.04 2.71 1.388 

  (1.125) 8 (1.014) 8 (1.381) 8 

     

28 to dance 1.813 0.856 0.031 

  (2.023) 8 (1.007) 8 (.925) 8 

     

29 cousin 2.071 0.983 0.388 

  (1.648) 8 (1.493) 8 (.870) 8 
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30 stupid -1.898 -1.374 -1.589 

  (1.669) 8 (1.871) 8 (.923) 8 

     

31 aunt 2.156 1.408 0.578 

  (1.825) 8 (1.487) 8 (1.059) 8 

     

32 brother 2.944 3.148 1.875 

  (1.797) 8 (.601) 8 (1.207) 8 

     

33 mischievous 1.457 1.66 1.432 

  (1.650) 7 (.984) 7 (1.111) 7 

     

34 uncle 2.288 1.554 -0.025 

  (1.797) 8 (1.241) 8 (.502) 8 

     

35 grandmother 3.079 1.388 -1.025 

  (1.410) 8 (1.751) 8 (1.353) 8 

     

36 old 1.575 0.771 -1.641 

  (2.396) 8 (1.768) 8 (1.072) 8 

     

37 husband 3.292 2.898 1.313 

  (1.117) 8 (.975) 8 (1.495) 8 

     

38 godfather 2.456 1.738 0.169 

  (1.638) 8 (1.385) 8 (.441) 8 
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39 to sleep 3.544 2.1 -1.438 

  (.495) 8 (1.183) 8 (1.461) 8 

     

40 sweet 3.306 2.465 -1.147 

  (.973) 8 (1.195) 8 (1.370) 8 

     

41 little 1.867 0.793 -0.554 

  (2.559) 7 (2.105) 7 (1.646) 7 

     

42 extra 2.738 2.06 1.166 

  (1.326) 8 (1.438) 8 (1.663) 8 
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