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ABSTRACT

A great deal of scholarly research has addressed the issue of dialect mapping in the
United States. These studies, usually based on phonetic or lexical items, aim to present an overall
picture of the dialect landscape. But what is often missing in thpes bf projects is an
attention tahe borders of a dialect regiandto what kinds of identity alignments can be found
in such areas. This lack of attention to regional and dialect border identities is surprising, given
thesalience of such borders folamy Americans. This salience is also ignored among
di alectol ogists, as nonlinguistso perceptions
secondary to t he,s&masthgphonaticand lexital varables usddant a
traditional dialetology.

Louisville, Kentuckyis considereds a case study for examining how dialect and
regi onal borders i n t hlknguldtic acts eidentiB/jtespecaly the mp a c t
production and perceptiasf such identitiesAccording to Labov, &h, and Boberg (2006),
Louisville is one of the northernmost cities to be classified as part of the South. Its location on
the Ohio River, on the political and geographic border between Kentucky and Indiana, places
Louisville on the isogloss between Southand Midland dialects. Througimexamination of
language attitude surveys, mental maps, focus group interviews, and production data, | show that
identity alignments in borderlands are neither simple nor straightforvaemtity at the border is
fluid, complex, and dynamic; speakers constantly negotiate and contest their identities. The
analysis shows the ways in which Louisvillians shift between Southern arSauthern
identities, in the active and agentive expression of their amplified awarenessrajibg

brought about by their position on the border.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1 Overview

The objective of thiglissertations to gain a better understiing of the ways in which
regional identity is perceived and constructed linguistically at dialect borders in the United
States, using Louisville, Kentucky as an example border situation. These dialect borders are
usually depicted as static, with a linguedeature present on one side and absent on the other.
Based on the previous research on borderlands, | suggest that a fluidity and hybridity of
identities much like that described in the third spatgature(e.g.Bhabha 1994, Bhatt 20083,
exhibited in Louisville, which stands in opposition to this static notion. Specifically, this ajudy
exploreshow border residents categorize their own regional variety of Englisb)and
investigates the ways border residents produce and perceive the regpotities attributed to
them.

Through the examination of language attitude surveys, mental maps, focus group
interviews, and production data, | show that the nature of identities at the border is very fluid.
That is, subjectsary in their attitudes towarand production and perception of certain linguistic
features in a way that indicates that subjects experience the border as the coming together of at
least two distinct regionseeminglychoosing to align or disalign with different ones depending
upon the context of the interaction.

This project then,not only adds to our specific understanding of the linguistic situation
in Louisville, a rather understudied locale, but it agtends and expands our understanding of
language and identity constructiand the particular case of the effects of borders on such

identities.



1.1  Introduction to the Research Problem

Dialect mapping is the practice of dialectologists and sociolinguists aimed at defining
dialect boundaries within a given area. These mapyjgically created based on large survey
projects where fieldworkers collect data abou
There is a rather long history of dialect mapping in the United States. For instance, as early as
1930, The Linguistic Atlasf the United States and Canagas launched, and Hans Kurath took
the lead in organizing the project (Chambers and Trudgill 1980).

The ultimate goal in these types of dialect mapping projects is to present a clear picture of
how dialects are divided wiin the country. But dialectologists do not always agree on where to
draw the lines. For example, while most scholars agree on the three major dialect divisions of
North, South, and West, which correspond to the vowel patterns presented in Labov (E981), t
is some dispute about the existence of a Midland region and the appropriate divisions therein (cf.
Kurath 1949, Bailey 1968, Carver 1987, Davis and Houck 1992, Johnson 1994, Frazer 1994).

These types of disagreements affect how dialectologists classify other parts of the
country, including where the northern boundary of the South is drawn. There is a long tradition
of claiming that the Ohio River serves as this northern border (i.e. G&8@&r Labov 1991,
Labov, Ash, and Boberg 2006) . For AttasdadMoph e, i n
American EnglisfANAE), the line around the South, based on monophthongization or glide
deletion in the diphthong /ai/ in pi®iced and open cwexts, reaches just along the northern
border of Kentucky, the path of the Ohio River, as can be sdagurel. This fact is of
particular interest in this dissertation, as the Ohio River also serves as the political and

geographic border between Kentucky and Indiana, where Louisville is located.



The outer boundary of the South is defined by glide deletion of /ay/ .qf
before voiced consonants and finally. Speakers shown as red symbols
have glide deletion before voiced obstruents (wide, size, five, etc.) and |
finally (high, my, etc.). Speakers shown with purple symbols (Inland )
South and Texas South) have glide deletion before voiceless consonants iy g ¢ J f
as well. The South is also marked by various stages of the Southern = Wl i‘\\

Shift, and by the Back Upglide Shift in law, caught, water, etc.' ! ; ‘; — R

:k"

Figure 117 Boundary of the Southin ANAE (Labov, Ash, and Boberg 2006: Interactive maps)arrow added

What is most interesting about this map is that Louisisliepresented as a cluster of
two points, one red and one yellow{la intersegon of the red and orange lines (i.e. at the
border between Southern and Midland dialedteg different colors for these two points
indicate that one speaker exhibited monophthongization while the other dilusimaking the
positioning @ Louisville as a Southern city seem somewhat arbitfeuyther results on /ai/
monophthongization and its variation in Louisvi{&amer 2009) suppottie claim that the
situation on the isogloss border is more complicated than the ANAE suggests

Furthemore, when the area around the Ohio River is classified as Midland instead,
scholars suggest that much of what is found here is not unique to the region, claiming that all
features are found in the North or South (Kurath and McDavid 1961), that it asradsansition
zone (Davis and Houck 1992, Johnson 1994),
Valley Midland is thus a simple reflection of the fact that the total Midland area is characterized

as much by being not Northern and not Southerhiady a body of uniform and universally
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used vocabularyo (Dakin 1971: 31). These not.i
the bilingual, as described by Woolard (1999), where the processes of simultaneity and bivalency
become relevant fahe production of identityl'hat is, a speaker in this region might be
expected to produce somatsof identity that is Southerand at the same time, neBouthern.

This paints a picture of a rather complex locale for linguistic investigation. Whates m
the act of drawing lines around areas, or more precisely, groups of people, and giving them
names | i ke ASoutho or AMidlando based on phon
those lines necessarily imply group belonging and group distm@t the collision point of two
isoglosses, then, we find border regions, are
(Rosaldo 1988: 85; Appadurai 1988: 1®) third spaces (e.g. Bhabha 1994, Bhatt 200Bich
serve as dynamic sites for ideptconstruction. In much of the previous dialectology research,
this question of identity has been left relatively unexplored.

In particular, little work has been done on identity construction at regional or dialect
borders. Most studies dealing with bardentities draw on national borders, like, for example,
the U.S-Mexico border (cf. Alvarez 1995, Pletsch de Garcia 2006) or the Ir&lartiern
Ireland border (Zwickl 2002), and much of this research deals with aspects of identity not
necessarily conmmted to language. For instance, Flynn (1997) explores the negotiation of a
border identity on the BéniNigeria border in the context of transborder trade. In fact, as
Alvarez (1995) notes, many early border studies dealt with immigration, folklore, lnchtcu
products in order to address aspects of identity conflict at the border. Only relatively recently, in
works like Bejarano (2006), have scholars recognized the extent to which language, identity, and

borderlands are related.



One study in England (Lhaas 2007), however, does demonstrate that a regional border
can serve as a dynamic site for identity construction through linguistic practices. In
Middlesbrough, a city located on a regional and dialect border in Northern England, speakers not
only vary intheir production of linguistic variables but also in their attitudes toward the varieties
spoken nearby, such that a generational shift is evident in the construction of particular regional
identities. Yet, desfe the salience regional identity and dcaleariationin the United Statelsas

for many Americansas evidenced by populdocumentariebke American Tongue¢Alvarez

and Kolker 1988) anBo You Speak American®ran 2005)little research has examined how

regionalbordes impact identity condiiction, especially through linguistic means.

To fill this gap in the literature, Louisville, Kentucky presenteds a case study for
examining how dialect and regional Dborders in
production and perception. According to the dialect map produced by Labov, Ash, and Boberg
(2006), Louisville is one of the northernmost citiebéoclassified as part of the South. Its
location on the Ohio River, on the political and geographic border between Kentucky and
Indiana, places Louisville on the isogloss between Southern and Midland dialects. In addition to
these political, geographicand linguistic facts which place Louisville at the border, certain
hi storical, cultural, and perceptual i ssues a
these borderarec onsi dered in the examinatige.n of Loui s

It is not enough, however, to point to external factors in creating an understanding of
Louisville as a border town. We have to discover whether people in Louisville recognize this
border nature. While this question is addressed in my dissertati@anaarn to some anecdotal

evidence that indicates the importance of this border in the imagination of many Louisvillians.



Louisvilleds position on a regional Dborder
instance, when Cramer (2010) asked Lolls\aarticipants in a study on styles and stereotypes
in the South about the position of Kentucky in the regional geography of the United States, one
participant exclusti imghlt dmManhe Weorder ! 6 Al so, |
forumsonlingpr esent varying positions on the questi
example,apollatCipat a. com asked the question fALoui svi
with the majority of people selecting Midwestern (Ggta.com 2007), while
SkyscraperPage.com asked a similar question with the majority of responses pointing to
Southern (SkyscraperPage.com 2008). Even more telling than the number of responses is the
content of the forum posts, which further suggest the border experience ehtesid
So, ultimately, the question remains as to how this border influences the production and
perception of identities. Using Louisville as an example, this study esplosetopic further and
provides some insight into border effects on identity.
1.2 Research Questions

As notedabove Louisville has been portrayed as geographicpjitically,
linguistically, historically, culturally,andperceptually located at a border. But when thinking
about ways of speakingne needs to ask whetHeasuisvilliansacknowledge this border, or
whethet hey feel certain about Louisvillelws pl ace
have a clearer picture of how Louisvillians experience their own regional identity, it is important
to recognize where Louisvidns see themselves as belonging. But we must examine more than
just the labels they employ in discussing regional varieties of English. To know if Louisvillians

see their categorizations of Louisville as ap



ideologies about the different categories they depict. The first research question and subsequent
specific questions explore this matter
1. How do Louisvillians understand and label regional varieties of English spoken in the
United States?
a. Where do theylpce Louisville in terms of its regional linguistic identity?
b. Do they represent treameborder nature of Louisville in their distinctiotisat
has been previously represented in traditional dialect@logy
C. What ideologies about regional varietiedwmiglishare currently circulating in the
community in questiohd What ideologies dbouisvillianshave about the
particular variety spoken in Louisville? What are the linguistic ideologies that
they use to rationalize their various identity positiosthg
Once the ofthe-ground categories have been established, we can then examine how
these categories are realized linguistically in the production of certain linguistic variables
associated with different regional varieties of English. That is, we can exhovneell the
categorizations made by ndinguists match up to those made by dialectologists. Specifically,
since dialect maps often position Louisville as part of the Southern dialect region, we must
examine production data for elements of Southern spéike the Southern Vowel Shift (cf.
Fridland 1998; Fridland 2001; Labov, Ash, and Boberg 208#Bice this dissertation is
concerned also with the production of regional identity, it is also important to examine the ways
in which regional identity isnoblizedt hr ough speakersdé selection
following questions will guide the investigation of these issues:
2. Looking at linguistic features taken from traditional dialectology, do speakers from

Louisville use Southern or neouthen linguistic features?

o f



a. How does theuseofpa i cul ar v ar i an tidentityalighment28 nce a
That is, in which contexts do speakers use which particular variants?

b. Do the patterns of production of such features match up with the laberstgi
varieties of English by Louisvillians? Do the patterns of production of such
features match up with traditional dialect boundaries established by
dialectologists?

The production data alone, however, will not provide a complete picture of regional

identity in Louisville. Since identities are not only produced but also interpresgcific ways
it is also important to know how Louisvillians perceive the regional identities expilegstder
Louisvillians.Answers to the following questions willdd us to a better understanding of
regional identity in Louisville:

3. How do Louisvillians perceive the identities of other speakers from Louisville?

a. Can Louisvillians correctly identify a speaker as being from Louisville? If not, in
which region(s) dahey place other Louisvillians?

b. How does this perception compare to their perception of speakers from nearby
locales, like Indianapolis or Nashville, that tend to fall stereotypically inte non
Southern and Southern dialect regions, respectively?

Gaining answers to these questions will not only help us to better understand the specific
linguistic situation in Louisville; the answers will provide some insight into the dynamic nature
of linguistic (and other) borders, pointing specifically to the wayshitlvidentity work is
interactionally located and ideologically produced in the space between relatively stable dialect

areas. That is,



[ w]ithin a | anguage ideology framework, sp
other social phenomena are used agans of interpreting and understanding linguistic
variation in the community, thus allowing insight into social psychological motivations
for sociolinguistic differences that may be otherwise inaccessible to the analyst. (Llamas
2007: 581)
13  Methodology
Several different methodologies, which utilize varying kinds of data, are employed in this
research project. While this serves as a summary of the data and methodologies included in this
project, further information can be found in Chapter 4.
To addresshe issues discussed in my first research question, | drameanodels of
mental mapping discussed in much of the Folk Dialectology research (cf. Preston 1989n1999)
this part of the projecsubjectgeceivedamap ofa region othe United Stateflike the one in
Figure2) and wereasked to draw lines around areas they consider to be dialect ré&@pgesl on

the labels employed in this map, subjects also completed a language attitudes survey.

Figure 217 Map used in mental mapping project



The production data, which also serve as the stimuli for the perception experiroemgs, ¢

from an original SOAPnNet reality television shd@quthern Belles: Louisvillé.ivecchi and

Bull 2009). The show, described as a fidocusoa

Louisville women in their 20s and 30s, detailing their experiencégasls, as professionals,

and as bacheloretteéBhe data consists of more than seven houbsaddly transcribegtideo.

For the analysis dhe production of identity, | examidehis data foispecificphonetic features

typically associated with Southedialect areasSpecifically, | examine the data fofeatures of

the Southern Vowel Shift (cf. Fridland 1998; Fridland 2001; Labov, Ash, and Boberg 2006),

claiming that the presence of particular features serve as indexes of certain ideptigssnan

acoustic analysis of the speech of each of the five wpthecussing in detail how each

subjectdos vowel space differs depending upon
As noted above, the same data serves as the stimuli for the perception experirtfeats. In

first experiment, sbjectslistened toa short segment of speech from the shamdwereasked to

pinpoint on a map where they beliembe speaketo befrom. Subjectsvereasked to provide a

point of origin for all five women from the show. Basedtloa results of this first part of the

experiment, the speaker who was most frequently identified as being ffommarear the

Louisville areavasused as the production sample in a second perceptual experiment. Subjects in

this experimentveredivided irto three focus groups. Each grdugardthe same segment of

speech, but each groumsgiven slightly differing social information (Niedzielski 1999). While

one grougknewthat the speakewvas from Louisville, the two other groupsevetold that the

speakewas from adistinctly Southern cityNashville) or a distinctly Midwestern city

(Indianapols). Focus group intervieweenteedon group reactions to and ideologies about the

! Video was not included, ake show features many scenic shots of the Louisville area, and it is unclear how
popular the show is or how wééhown the women are in Louisville.
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speaker, and discourse analytic methwdseused to analyze the data collectkaing this
experiment
2 Summary of Results

Overall, the dissertation reveals that people in Louisville do not have a uniform way of
classifying their city in terms of regional identity. This lack of uniformity suggests that
Louisvillians see themselves located at a border, or at the intersection of at least two cultures
in the linguistic landscape of the United States. The identity alignments in these borderlands are
neither simple nor straightforward; instead, they can best be described as fiaihjacyand
complex. Within interactions, we see Louisvillians constantly contesting and negotiating the
identities attributed to them. They seem to shift in and out of regional identities with ease,
producing both Southernness and+8nuthernness in thdinguistic production and perception
of identities.

This dissertation makes certain empirical, theoretical, and methodological contributions
to the field. In terms of empirical contributions, this research project adds significantly to the
discussion ofegional identity in the United States, bringing to light some of the problems
associated with static understandings of regionality. Additionally, Louisville in particular, and
Kentucky as a whole, has been given very little attention in linguistic rés@dre main
theoretical importance of this dissertation for the field of sociolinguistics is that it shows how
identities in the borderlands are fluid and dynamic, and it indicates how these identities are both
produced and perceived by Louisvillians. Madblogically, | have incorporated new ways of
analyzing the different types of data | have collected, in order to make them more quantitatively

sophisticated yet still qualitatively interesting.
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3 Organization of Dissertation
The remainder of the disserta is organized as follows:

Chapter 2 Review of the Literature

In this chapter, present the relevant literature on dialect maps and features, language and
identity, border studies and identity, language ideologies, and folk lingufstocsing on the
theoretical and methodological frameworks to be used in the research. | address areas that have
been left relatively understudied and indicate how this dissertation serves to fill certain gaps in
these areas of study.

Chapter3i About Louisville

This chapter serves to demonstrate tmatisville is, in fact, located in a border regiown
presenting a discussion thie specifiaqgyeo-political, socichistorical, linguistic perceptualand
cultural situation present the city. This infomation indicates thahe investigation of linguistic
practices and language attitudes at such a border can provide interesting insights into general
identity construction and the more specific effects of borders on these identity positionings.

Chapter 4 Research Design

In Chapter 41 present the researdesign for this project. | discuss each of the individual
research projects, particularly as they pertain to the research questions identified above. | also
provide a detailed description of the sulge®cruited, the types of data used in this study, the
data collection methods, and the analysis procedures.

Chapter 5 Perceptual Dialectology in Louisville

In this first data analysis chapter, | explore the ways in which Louisvillians understand
the Inguistic landscape of the United States. Following the work of Dennis Preston (cf. 1989,

1999),this study examines the folk perceptions about dialectal variation among participants in

12



Louisville, examining not only the mental maps they draw, but alstab®ts they employ for

the varying dialects of English they distinguish and their attitudes towards those varteties. T
findings of this study show thabuisvillians categorize their city in a few ways: 1) the city is
given no regional designation; Rt city is considered its own separate variety; or 3) the city is
positioned as being located at a border.

Chapter 68 The Southern Vowel Shift and the Production of Identity

Chapter 6 is an analysi$ the vowel systems dhe five Louisville women fronthe

SOAPnet reality television sho8outhern Belled:ouisville (Livecchi and Bull 2009)The
analysis examines how regional identity is realized in the production of certain linguistic
variables. Specifically, since dialect mayten position Louisvilleas part of the Southern
dialect region) explore the level of participation among these speakers in certain aspects
associated with Southern speech. The results show that the useusenainSouthern variants is
rather chaotic and the choice in varienhot straightforwardly linked to expressions of
Southernness in context.

Chapter 7 Perceiving Louisville

This chapter reveals, through the examination of perceptual data, that regional identity
affiliations at the border are fluid, complex, and dymanihe first perceptual experiment seeks
to show whether Louisvillians can accurately identify a speaker as being from Louisville, based
on sound alone. The second experiment involves focus group reactions to a segment of speech
from the speaker selectatthe first perceptual experiment as the one from nearest to Louisville.
Three focus groups were recruited, and each group was given varying information as to her point
of origin: one group knew she was from Louisville, one group was told she was from

Indianapolis, and another group was told she was from Nashville. Even with these varying

13



understandings of the speaker, | show that Louisvillians have mixed feelings about the regional
position of Louisville.

Chapter 8§ Conclusions

The final chapter of theissertation serves as the conclusion to the research project. Here,
| summarize the general results, describe the contributions made by the dissertation research,
discuss any problems encountered during the research project, and examine possible areas for

further research.
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

1 Overview

A great deal of scholarly research has addressed the issue of dialect mapping in the
United States. These studies, usually based on phonetic or lexical items, aim to present an overall
picture of the dialect landscape. But what is often missing in these types of projects is an
attention to the borders of a dialect region, and on what kinds of identity alignments can be found
in such areas. This lack of attention to regional and diatede identities is surprising, given
thesalience of such borders for many Americans. This salience is also ignored among
di alectol ogists, as nonlinguistso perceptions
secondary to the s&mas thephonsatic and lexital arables usddart
traditional dialectology

The focus of this dissertatiotien, is on the ways in which speakers in the borderlands
produce and reproduce varying indexes of identity. Specifically, with Louisvilledznesi as a
case study, lexamiieow di al ect and regional borders in
linguistic acts ofdentity, especially th@roduction and perceptiaf such identitiesThe goal is
to showthatidentity alignments in borderlandseameither simple nor straightforwaidentity at
the border is fluid, complex, and dynamic; speakers constantly negotiate and contest their
identities. The data in this dissertation indicate that Louisvillians shift between Southern and
nonSouthern identies, in the active and agentive expression of their amplified awareness of
belonging brought about by their position on the border.
2 Previous Research

In this section, | present the literature that informs this resgiaahding a brief history

of dialect mapping in the United States, examining the defining features of the South and the
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problems associated with dialect classification; an examination of the intersection of language
and identity, particularly as it relates to dialect; some studiesndealth identity at the border,
to frame our understanding of borderlands; and an understanding of how language ideologies
come into consideration in studies of identity.
2.1 Dialect Maps and Features

As notedin Chapter 1dialectology has a long history in the United States, beginning as
early as the 1930s with Hans Kurath dreé Linguistic Atlas of the United States and Canada

This project was divided into several regional surveys spanning several decades, ifidlading

Linguistic Atlas of New Englan@urath etal. 1939 9 4 3 ) , K u rVeotdiGéographylob 4 9 )

the Eastern United States At wo o dASurvey af ¥Yeésb3Fprms in the Eastern United
States and, perhaps most f amo uThé Bronumciitiom oh Englisha n d
in the Atlantic Stated ater works in the same tradition inclu@lee Linguistic Atlas of the Upper
Midwest(Allen 19731976),The Linguistic Atlas of the Gulf StatgzdersonMcDaniel, and
Adams19861992), andlhe Linguistic Atlasfothe Middle and South Atlantic Sta{dscDavid
and O6Cain 1980).

These types of studies have largely been based on lexical inventories. Another project
focusing on regional vocabulary is tbectionary of American Regional EngligGassidy and
Hall 1985present), which began in the 1960s. This project includes data from all 50 states and
has produced several print volumes and an electronic version. Carver (1987) used this data to
produce a map of American regional varieties of English.

More recently, Labv, Ash, and Boberg publish@the Atlas of North American English

(ANAE), aratherlargs cal e project providing fAthe first

pronunciation and phonol ogy of English across
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examining lexcal inventories, the authors focused on phonetic vagélgleause, as they

contendjt is really hie vowel patternthatdistinguish regional dialects of Englishthe United
StatesInterviews primarily consisting of spontaneous speech and minimakpadrlists were
conducted via the Telsur project, a telephone survey carried out during the 1990s, which focused
on area natives and their speech pattérne.project focused on the speech of individuals in

urban settings, however, only one or two speakere considered in each location. The authors

notedthat the atlas thus cannot be considered an accurate description of the internal variation

within a community andlaimedthat they hope their workeuldii st i mul at e | ocal st
provideamoredetdied vi ew of the sociolinguistic and g
(2006: 2).

This call actually serves as one of the driving forces of this research project. If we
examine the map from the ANAE presentedhapter 1and reproduced here belowFRigure
3, we see that monophthongization of /ai/ (in open anevpreed obstruent contexts) serves as
the defining feature of the South. Louisville is represented as a cluster of two points, one red and
one yellow, at the intersection of the red and orange baesgrthe top of the map, categorizing
Louisville as a Southern city. But the different colors for these two points indicate that one
speaker exhibited monophthongization while the other did not. Thus, the positioning of

Louisville as Southern seems sometduditrary.
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before voiced consonants and finally. Speakers shown as red symbols
have glide deletion before voiced obstruents (wide, size, five, etc.) and |
finally (high, my, etc.). Speakers shown with purple symbols (Inland
South and Texas South) have glide deletion before voiceless consonants
as well. The South is also marked by various stages of the Southern
Shift, and by the Back Upglide Shift in law, caught, water, etc.'

Figure 3 - Boundary of the South in ANAE (Labov, Ash, and Boberg 2006: Interactive maps), arrow added
same as Figure 1 in Chapter 1

The difference in linguistic responses forces a reanalysis of the place ofilleunsthe
dialect mapln a pilot study examining the steadtate patterns for /ai/ among Louisvillians,
Cramer (2009) showed that speakersd productio
dialect region and differed from the monophthongal paehibited by Southernerfhese
preliminary results showhat the situation on the isogloss border is more complicated than the
ANAE suggests.

Since monophthongization of /ai/ is a key feature of the Southern dialedigrteficial
to understand whatork has been done in other communities, particularly Southern communities
as well as other communities which were settled by Southerners. For example,-MoRese
(2000) examined two populations in the small textile mill town of Griffin, Georgia,ddcaduth
of Atlanta: mill workers and rural farmers. For the mill workers in this community, the standard

dialect was not necessarily the prestigious one. The mill workers saw their own dialect as
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something to be proud of and something to mark them as&aoutiowever, since many of the
farmers were forced to give up farming, they saw the mill workers as a threat to their personal
independence, choosing to distance themselves from the changes occurring in the Griffin dialect.

McNair-DuPree found that /aieéduction is variable before voiced and voiceless
consonants (as in /ra:d/ o6rideb6é and /ra:t/ o&r
second element of the diphthong across the board, some variation existed when age and gender
were congiered. Older mill men and women exhibited monophthongization more frequently
than their rural farmer counterparts in both voiced and voiceless environments.-&jedienill
men had stable variation within the voiced and voiceless environments whilenta@ge group
of rural men showed a high rate of monophthongization before voiced consonants and a much
lower rate in voiceless contexts. McN&iuPree concluded that the speech of older participants
indicates that #fAan oc c ungGaftinindhe eategodes of millversusi on 0
rur al affiliationo (-2édymup seemed joshow less distingtart t h e
between the two groups. This can be attributed to the fact that /ai/ reduction provides the desired
Southern identitynarker for the people of Griffin.

Bailey and Bernstein (1989) took on a rather large project in completing a phonological
survey of Texas. They examined phonological variation and change in four Texas towns:
Houston, Bryan, Atmore, and Springville. Thesults indicated that the younger generation and
women were more likely to use the monophthongal form than older people and men. Also,
whether people lived in urban or rural areas affected their choice, with rural respondents leading
urban ones in produon of the monophthong.

Anderson (2002) went north to Detroit to explore monophthongization among African

Americans in the city. She claimed thatqmced consonantal [a:], as well as the reduced glide
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variants [§] and [éoj, were common markers of Soetin speech that appear in the speech of
African-Americans in Detroit. She operated underabsumptiorthat whites and blacks in the
South use the monophthong in all environments except before voiceless consonants. She noted
that some whites in Appalachaad Texas were beginning to reduce the diphthong even in the
voiceless context, but indicated that this was not a common phenomenon. She claimed that
Detroit AfricanAmericans reduced diphthongs in this-peceless consonant environment,
despite the fadhat it is not common among speakers of Standard Afdcaarican English.

I n Detroit, racial segregation, as a resul
suburbs to a rather large extent. This residential segregation appears to pan apekch
differences, as Africathmericans who live in the city relate more to the whites of Appalachian
ancestry who remained in the inner city than to the suburban whites.

Il n Andersondés study, two intervieagers col |l
from 20 to 81. Most black participants classified themselves as Southern. Older speakers tended
to use the standard dialect, without-preceless consonant monophthongization. Younger
speakers, however, tended to use the monophthong in the vommimst. Anderson concluded
that this was a sort of dialect leveling, which indexes a desire among this community to distance
itself from the Northern whites and align with its Southern heritage.

It is clear that monophthongization of /ai/ has been divelg important change in
Sout hern speech. the mosttikely candigate for a strusteral deknstatiens i
of the outer limits of the Southern dialectregion ( Labov, Ash, a?%tthasBober g

also been claimed (e.g. Feagin @9Bridland 1998, 2000, Labov, Ash, and Boberg 2006) that

% Labov, Ash, and Boberg provide one caveat about using /ai/ monophthongization as the delimiting tlaetor of

South#i A considerable amount of glide deletion is found |
South. However, in these communities /ay/ glides are deleted only before resonants (nasals and liquils), in
nine tire, mileeet c. 0 (125, 127). See Frazer (1978), among other

Midland areas.
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this phenomenon is the pivotal change in the Southern vowel system that leads to a series of

further movements called the Southern Vowel Shift. The Southern Vowel Shift, or Southern

Shift,isaphem menon i nvolving a Apossibly interrelat
currently underway in the dial ed¢tideandof sout her
2000:267).

Labov (1991), Feagin (1986), and Fridland (1998) have used the term to rt&fer to
different shifts in the vowel system of Southerners. The first shift, sometimes referred to as the
Back Shift, refers to the back vowels becoming more like front vowels. Feagin focused on the
fronting of /u/ and /&/.2 These vowels begin to move toward the front, resembling rounded front
vowels (like /y/). The fronting of /u/ appears to be more advanced than that,cdrid the
movement of the latter vowel has been said to occur by analogy to the movement of A/ (Labo
1994, Fridland 2000More recent worKe.g. Labov, Ash, and Boberg 20068pwever, has
suggested that the Back Shift is found also in the Midland dialect region and is therefore not
specific to the Southern region.

The other shift, sometimes referredatthe Front Shift, refers to the front tense and lax
vowels switching places in the vowel space. This involves the inversion of /idbamd /ei/ and
/W. The movement of /ei/, which likely occurs because /ai/ moves out of its low, back position,
happened early in the Front Shift. Its nucldalis along the nomperipheral track and becomes a
mid-low lax front vowel (like &¥). This causeda¥ to raise and become diphthongized and
peripheralized, approaching the former position of /ei/. Like /eghiits from tense to lax, also

falling along the nosperipheral track, becoming likeh/This movement cause®to also raise

®Fronting of /o0&/ has also been noted in Midland dialec
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and become diphthongized and peripheralizEigure4 is a schematic version of tifeont

Shift, including the movement in /glLabov, Ash, and Boberg 2006)

Figure 417 Schematic version of thé=ront Shift (Labov, Ash, and Boberg2006)

The Southern Shift was notadthe literature at least as early as Labov, Yaeger, and
Steiner (1972), who showed the varying patterns of chain shifting in several British and
American dialects. Despite some disagreement about the timeframe of the Front Shift with
respect to the BacRhift (Fridland 2000), Bailey (1997) notes that the Back Shift appears to have
begun at least 50 years prior to the Front Shift. He indicates that the fronting of /u/ likely began
in the mid19" century, whereas the lowered, retracted /ei/ does notsufail after 1875, at
which point it is still relatively variable and does not become stable until 1945. The results in
Feagin (1986) and Fridland (1998) support this claim, as several subjects in these studies had
very advanced back vowels even whenftbat vowels had moved very little.

The Southern Shift is most interesting if compared to other shifts occurring in American
dialects. More specifically, the Southern Shift stands in stark opposition to the Northern Cities
Shift. Feagin noted that Southespeech, because of the Southern Vowel Shift, is becoming even

more different than ot her varieties of North

* Later work, however, has claimed that the FrontBack Shifts are unrelated (Fridland 2000) and considers them
as separate phenomena (Labov, Ash, and Boberg 2006).
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vowels have quite different values from those of other North American varieties of English, but
the historical movements or direction of change of Southern vowels is taking those sounds in a
di fferent direction from the vowels of Northe
Labov, Ash, and Bobergnote&, The Sout hern Shiftéwas ident.
Knoxville, the Outer Banks, Birmingham, Atlanta, and central Texas, but there was no clear
indication of how far it extended and whérg anywherei it confronted the Northern Cities
Shifto (2006: 5). As we will see daglkeow, furth
Alabama, Tennessee, and Kentucky, to see the extent to which the Southern Vowel Shift has
spread across the South. The Inland South (mostly Appalachia and southern Georgia) and a large
part of Texas represent the locations where the Southern \&thels most complete (Labov,
Ash, and Boberg 2006).
Setting out to confirm what Labov, Yaeger, and Steiner (1972) claimed about the
Southern Shift, Feagin (1986) analyzed the speech of white community members in Anniston,
Alabama, a rather small, ruralea. Her goal was to not only confirm the presence of the
Southern Vowel Shift in her data but also to discover which changes happened first, to determine
if the change was urban or rural in origin, to show which gender, age group, and classes were
leadirg the changes, and to explain the linguistic features behind the change.
Her results show that, in fact, speakers in the Anniston community are participating in the
Southern Shift. The Back Shift appeared to be an older, more fully established chaingasas i
found across all ages and social categories, while the Front Shift seemed to be a relatively new,
yet rapidly moving change. Like Labov before her, Feagin claimed that the shift was rural in

origin, moving to cities through massive out migration dadreasing agricultural needs. This
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stands in opposition to the Northern Cities Shift, which is thought to have originated in urban
areas. Her results indicated that the women were slightly ahead of men in the shift.
She also noted that the shift was oconfined to the working class, as had been suggested
in previous work. Working class and upper class speakers participate in the shift to some degree,
indicating a shared phonology. As Fridland points out, the results for the upper class speakers in
Feagid s st udfyt lsautg gtelseé changes occurring in South
as incoming norms from below and have not yet reached the level of conscious awareness which
mi ght cause them to be suppressedo (1998: 62)
Finally, in discussing howhe change occurred internally, Feagin suggests that of the two
possible mechanisms, a pull chain, where fAéth
upwards displacing the traditionally |l ong fro
where the meement of the back vowels causes the movement in the front vowels, either
mechanism could have produced the changes.
Yet , as F rthedkektenttawhiohdarge grhan aénters are affected is at this
point relatively uFidandsetoubto disCoedtile:levels 6fparticipatoa
in the Southern Shift among white speakers in Memphis, Tennessee. Her dissertation (1998) and
later work (e.g. 2000, 2001) dealt with data from 25 native Mempbiagigferent ages,
socioeconomic classeasnd gendersThe goal of this research was to see which vowels were
affected by the Southern Shift in Memphis, to determine what initiate the changes, and to
establish the different stages of the shift, also looking at the social categories that afiect usa
Using Peterson and Barneyds (1952) descrip
comparison for her data, Fridland showed that the vowel systems for native Memphians were in

the process of shifting. She found that the Front Shift appears todiagla younger
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generations, suggesting the shift will not come to completion. The Front Shift was led by males

and by lower middle and upper working class speakers. Fridland indicated that the Back Shift

could still move to completion, as /u/ appearséobf r ont ed i n all speaker s
that it is the older, established shift which may be stable. Women lead the Back Shift, as do

younger middle middle class speakers and older males.

Irons (2007) addressed the Southern Vowel Shift in Appalaek&mining three
generations of speakers in the rural Cumberland Plateau in southeast Kentucky. His results
indicate, contrary to Fridlandds results, tha
urban areas. Instead, for his speakées shift is becoming solidified and even expanded. This is
seen most clearly in the fact that among his speakers, the shifting positions ofdy/ thedéast
common shift in the data of previous studies, is most advanced in his youngest speakers. To
account for the rural/urban divide, Irons stated:

égiven that the Sout her n 8rbanéréas, theserestitse di ng

strongly support the notion that the Southern Staian as a rural innovation, which

most likely spread to urbaareas fronrural areas in a pattern of counterhierarchical

diffusion. This diffusion modlikely occurred as a function of rural entigration to

urban centers and successivedgeded in urban areas, as younger urban speakers

rejected a rurabentity infavor of an urban identity{2007: 131)

Finally, turning to what we know about the status of the Southern Vowel Shift in
Louisville, we can examine how the ci Athas i s <c a
of North American EnglishThey definghe Southern Vowel Shift in terms of three stages: Stage
17 Monophthongization of /ai/, Stagel Zentralization and lowering of /ei/, which is

accompanied by fronting and raising of &And Stage B centralization and lowering of /i/,
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which is accompaad by fronting and raising o€l In the map irFigure5, we see that

Louisville is represented as only participating in Stage 1 of this shift (see Chapter 1 for a
discussion of the problem associated with Louisville and monophthongization of /ai/). We can
look at specific values ofifand F, to determine howisnilar or different Louisville igo the rest

of the South. For instance, the relative height,a$ffdis higher throughout much of the South,
but it is in a relatively low position in Louisville (one speaker at-6@3 Hz. range, one at 516
543 Hz.; the South at 4487 Hz.). The relative height of b /U/ is higher throughout much of
the South; in Louislle, it is lower than where it is in the Northern Cities Shift, but still not as
low as in the South (one speaker at-G63 Hz. range, one at 6565 Hz.; the South at 5624
Hz.). If we look at the lowering of /ei/, we see that one speaker in Loeisxal an Fvalue like
those in the Southern range (between-828 Hz.), while the other is slightly higher in the

vowel space (at 57828 Hz. range).
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_— Stage 1: Glids deletion of /ay/ before obstruenta
\ & Stage 2: F2(s) > F2(ay) and F1(s) < F1(ay)
\ ~ @ Stage 3: F2(i) > F2(iy) and F1(i) > F1(iy)

f

Qg

Figure 51 Stages of the Southern Vowel Shift (Labov, Ash, and Boberg 200828, Map 11.4) arrow added

In these studies, we see the importance of considering phonetic information in the
understanding of regional varieties of English. But what is most important about these studies is
that they undertake the work suggestedragitional dialectology. Tiey more closely consider
the communities being classifigdtraditional dialect mapso as to gain a better understanding
of the specific sociolinguistic situation that influences speech patterns

While these linguistic features are particularly important in constructing dialect maps and
understanding regional variation, it is of great importance to examine how individual
communities use these features. And though much of dialectology has beenestedtin
identity production, there has been some increase in awareness among dialect scholars about the

importance of certain sociolinguistic and discoursal issues like identity. For example, every 20
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years, the American Dialect Society (ADS) produceslame on needed research in American
dialect studies. In 2003, this publication added aspects of sociolinguistic and discourse analysis
which had previously been missing in the ADS publication (Preston 2003). Thus, the inclusion of
articles by Johnston@003) and Eckert (2003) suggests a need to turn to identity (particularly as
it concerns border regions) to gain a better understanding of regional variation, placing emphasis
on the importance of ethnography.usaigsnerBlckert e
map of the linguistic landscape, but they cannot provide us with the meanings that inhabit that
landscape or the linguistic practices that constitute it. At the same time, ethnographic studies
cannot transcend the local unless they havealoeoa st ructure to orient t
2.2  Language and ldentity
As thisdissertatiorconcerns the construction of regional identity, it would be prudent to
begin with a description of what is menant by
to linguistic research.inguistic studies of identity tend to focus on specific socially constructed
categories like gender or nationaliffhe main assumption in the study of identity, particularly in
linguistic anthropology, is that it is ultimatedpcially constructed (Bucholtz and Hall 2004).
structural perspective, one that assumes the static nature of identities, has been shown to be
untenable (cf. Holmes 1997, Bucholtz 1999), and the current perspective assumes that identities
aredynamicand mer ge within the context of an intera
structure and agencyo (Bucholtz 1999: 209) .
Many definitions of the concept have been provided in the literature. One such definition
is presented in Turner (1999), whohassuggesd t hat a @o@iealsoindesntdietf y r
self in terms of some social group membership with the associated value connotations and

emotional significanceo (1999: 8). Thus, for
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association wittother likeminded individualsthus suggesting identities are fixed, not
malleable
Bucholtz and Hall (2005), however, explain
the self and othero (2005: 586). howlesrshei dent i
is similar to some group; it also includes the ways in which we describe others, which can often
say more about the individual speaking than it does about the one being described (e.g.
Gal asi Bski and Mei nhof 2iGedeftinte ouseaivds fromhothersyay s 1 n
The very process by which individuals can say that they belong to a certain group
requires proving that they do not belong to some other group. But the task of determining what
separates fAuso f rult.mhefeforh, émdistinguishinggthemgeleesgiioupt f i ¢
members rely on stereotypes, attitudes, and ideologies in describing others. Bucholtz and Hall
suggest that
[i]t is not easy for an outside observer to determine when a group of people should be
classf i ed as 6ali ke, nor is it obvious on wh
made, given the infinitude ways in which individuals may vary from one another. Hence,
externally imposed identity categories generally have at least as much to do with the
observerdés own identity position and power
describable social reality. (2004: 370)
In addition to definitions and processes, we must also discuss the properties and functions
of identities. Identities are seen as dyi@aentities, not static ones, and these identities emerge
within the context of an interaction (cf. Bucholtz and Hall 2004, 2005). Thus, as two individuals
engage in discourse, the identities that are relevant for the context emerge as the speaker situate

hi m/ her sel f in relation to the hearer. l dent i
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over the course of an interaction), yet an individual is always recognized as the same individual
(MUhlh&usler and Harré 1990: 16).

When considering thefunction for a group, identities are seen as entities that help bind a
community (Jansen 1999). But identity operates on a number of levels: interactional,
ethnographic, historical, and political, among others (Bucholtz and2Bi@8).If we look at
individual identities, we will see that people have many varying identities, thus positioning them
as members of many grouat is, speakers have an entire repertoire of identities, and
different identities are employed in different interactions, basedeogdhls and desires of the
individual as well as the social norms governing the context of use.

These identities come in the form of ethnicity, religion, gender, nationality, and other
such socially constructed gr o alpfsdentitEstutiesahea n d
focus has been on national identity (cf. Joseph 2004, Martinello 1995). For instance, identity
becomes of key interest in studies of naftwilding; in these situations, the establishment of a
national identity, through the @agon of nationakymbols like flags and anthenssseen as a
necessity, to ensure unity and loyalty (Martinello 19€s}ablishing an official language can
also serve as one of these national symbols, making it a key component in national identity.

Of course, many linguistic studies have dealt with other types of identities as well: gender
(cf. Bucholtz, Liang, and Sutton 1999, Holmes 1997, Eckert and McCe@iredt 1992);
religion (cf. Omoniyi and Fishman 2006, Joseph 2004, Zwickl 2002); ethnicityaséph 2004,
Fishman 1999, Le Page and Tabouetler 1985). In the literature, however, regional identity
is rather understudied.

One study that does address the conokeptgional identityis Hazen (2002). Though he

referstoitasicul t ura,l Hazenidlyai ms t hlowspeéakees concept

30

Y



conceive of themselves in relation to their |
this study, Hazen examines how speakers of Warren County, North Carolina utilize vernacular
variantsof present and past tenseas indexes of regional identity. He argues that the strong
correlation between vernacular variants and orientation toward a particular region suggests a

need for more research on cultural identities.

As it were, Miller (2008 akes up Hazenb6s call and examin
Louisville, Kentucky. Though without the emphasis on how the border impacts regional identity,
Miller also points to the debate among Louisvillians about their regional position as a reason for
examin ng the particular area. He found, in an i
AMIi dwesterno were used equally frequently. Hi
gualitative: identity. He developed a scoring system, called Scova, ttfyulaa relationship
between /ai/ monophthongization and the construction of regional identity, showing that, on a
continuum between Southern and Midwestern (thouighunclear howonecould consider these
as two endpoints on a continuum), those whaeestbighly on the Southern end were more
likely to produce the monophthongal variant, while those who scored highly on the Midwestern
end disfavored the variartinfortunately Miller makes many generalizations about regional
identity that makdais methodunsuitable for understanding identity beyond simple correlations
of features with regional labels. In fact, his concern is that identity research is too qualitative; but
one cannot explore the true dynamic nature of identity without solid qualitativesisn@ty
addition to the quantitative).

Other than these few studies, regional identity has been relatively understudied in the
United States. This is surprising, given the great amount of popular attention given to regional

dialect variation, as evidenceg documentaries likAmerican TonguegAlvarez and Kolker
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1988) andDo You Speak American®ran 2005). But it is exactly this salience of regional

identity that makes it such a fruitful area for research in the United States.

There are many frameworksalable for the analysis of identity in linguistic research.
One of the major frameworks for identity constructiorLes Page and Tabourte | | er 6 s (198
linguistic theory of acts of identity. In this seminal piece, the authors aim to capture the
generalzations of identity construction and the ways in which linguistic performance aids in this
construction. Each time we speak, we align with some group, and seek otmainitiezl
individuals to join our grougd-urther, Le Page and Tabouk&atller suggest tat despite our
desires to align ourselves with different groups, we are constrained aydaadtors. They
indicate thatndividuals are constrained Ibiyeir ability 1) to identify the grougheywish to join,
2) to acquire access to the group in ordeartalyze the behaviors of its members, 3) to have
sufficient desire to join, and 4) to modifyeir behaviors to match those of the group (Le Page
and TaboureKeller 1985: 182).

We can examine these constraints more closely. To identify with a groupustde
able to identify its members and know how the group is delimited. Access to the group requires
meaningful interaction with members of the group, and through these interactions, one should be
able to discover the (linguistic) patterns group membessl | ow. A speaker s mot
has been called the most important constraint (Le Page and TaKelleet1985: 184), is linked
to the notion of group solidarity. Finally, i
approximate the pattes discovered in the second constraint in an acceptable manner (i.e. must
be accepted by group members).

This framework has been used often in the more than two decades since its publication.

More recently, Hatcher (2008) used this framework in an asatys historical change in script
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in Azerbaijan. Hatcher, in creating a parallel between language choice and script choice, showed
that selecting one script over another served as an act of identity, but that generational shifts in

what constitutes an Adeaijani identity make it such that different script choices align with

different acts of identity. In another study, Cramer and Hallett (forthcoming) show how hip hop
artistsodé use of | exical i tems poi mbidentgy. t o r eg
By exploiting the constraints on identity construction, Ludacris, Nelly, and Kanye West are able

to create regional connections with their audiences.

Another framework often used to discuss language and identity is accommodation theory
(cf. Giles and Powesland 1975, Giles, Coupland, and Coupland 1991). In this theory, the notions
of convergence and divergence are used to show how speakers modify their linguistic practices
in order to more closely resemble or distinguish themselves fromntexiiocutors. Much like
acts of identity, this theory focuses on a sp
audience, with an emphasis on the acceptance or rejection of a person as effectively able to
change. But unlike acts of identityjghtheory also points to the external pressures that might
lead one to modify his or her behavior. For example, if a speaker seeks approval of some sort in
a social interaction, the speaker is more likely to converge to the speech patterns of the person
from whom he or she seeks approval.

The theory considers four components (Gudykunst 2005): the sociohistorical context,
which is the reason for the interaction; accommodative orientation, which consists of
interpersonal and intergroup factors as well asrtiial orientation of those in the interaction;
the immediate situation, or the actual interaction, which is shaped by sociopsychological factors,

goals, sociolinguistic strategies, behaviors, and attributions; and evaluation and future intentions,
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whichi ncl udes the perception of oneds interlocut
group encounters (i.e. positive interactions likely bring further communication).

One recent example of a study that employs accommodation theory is that ofi Lin an
Zhang (2008). In this study of difference in conversational topics among groups of young and
old Taiwanese, the authors found that the themes used in conversation were accommodative in
nature. Older adults focused conversations with young adults ois tissgciated with the lives
of young people (i.e. marriage, work, etc.), while they focused on issues of old age (i.e. health,
exercise, etc.) and their children when talking to peers. These shifts in accommodation show the
ways in which speakers expreggadentity in conversation.

Bell 6s (1984) theory of audience and refer
used in discussions of language and identity. In this theory, much like in accommodation theory,
a speaker adjusts his or her linguistiagtices in response to the audience in the context. And
while convergence and divergence are still considered important, what seems more prominent is
the composition of the audience. Bell distinguishes between addressees, auditors, overhearers,
andeavesrpper s, all different kinds of audience 1
practices in different ways. In referee desig

switches in topic, as a way of redefining the current situation towardseadusaat reference

group.
Bell 6s (1999) own work in New Zealand iden

framework has been used in understanding issues of language and identity. Here, he focuses on

the responsive/initiative distinction, which gggts that a responsive shift occurs because of a

situation while an initiative one creates a new situation. He examines a series of advertisements

in New Zealand which make a clear nationalistic appeal to the majority Anglo group. The ads
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drawon stereofyes associated with a cultural mi nor it
likeand threenomat i ve MUori singing a traditional MUo
combination of responsive and initiative styles in the performance of the song yf #aeh
different speakers and suggest that the Anglo identity is constructed through some connection to
the MUori people, as the MUori seem to repres
minority status in New Zealand.

More recentlyBucholtz aand Hall (2004 2005 havealso created a framework for
understanding identities, basedtbe semiotic nature dhe processesf identification of which
there are four: practice, indexicality, ideology, and performaFfoese four semiotic processes
serve as the basis for identity. The authors claimt¢hatnt i ty i s fan out come ¢
semiotics that is accomplished through the production of contextually relevant sociopolitical
relations of similarity and difference, authenticity and inauthdwtiand legitimacy and
il l egitimacyo (2004: 382).

Their framework tems from this definition It focuses not only ohowidentities are
formed but alsavhy, and itaddresses the intersection of culture, agency, and power, unlike many
previous models of ehtity (i.e.accommodatiortheory,audience andefereedesign,acts of
identity). They posit thredactics of intersubjectivityclaimingthati [ e ] ach of t hese t
foregrounds a different use to which identity may be put: the establishment of getation
similarity and difference, of genuineness and artifice, and of legitimacy and disempowerment
visavissome reference group or i ndiTheithdceamairsof ( Buc hc
oppositions areadequation and distinction; authentication eadaturalization; and

authorization andlegitimation.
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Turning our attention more specifically to the processes of identification in linguistic
practices, we can see how Bucholtz and Hall (2004) have addressed the semiotic nature of such
processes, of wth there are four: practice, indexicality, ideology, and performance. Together,

these four interrelated processes combine in the construction of identity and culture. Practice,

which is considered to be fAhabtnakeadourglaly i al ac
l'iveso (2004: 377) , centers on the notion of
be understood as the aspects of culture, includmga sonds bel i afds, that ar

acquired through the repetition of life experiescFor Bourdieu, language is one such practice.

Il ndexicality is Athe semiotic operation of
points to anothero (Bucholtz and Hall 2004: 3
to see smoke, and ultitedly discern that it was caused by some fire, we will necessarily link
smoke as an index of fire. In linguistics, this means that certain forms, over time, become
intrinsically linked to certain kinds of speakers, thus often leading to social stereotypes.

Ideology involves the cultural belief systems of individuals. Linguistic ideologies are,
therefore, beliefs about language. Since indexicality sets up links between linguistic forms and
types of speakers, beliefs about languafgenturn intobeliefs abotispeakergBucholtz and
Hall 2009.

Performance is a deliberate soci al di spl ay
production of identity. While this has often been discussed in terms of stage performances,
linguistic anthropologists see lingticsperformance in daily life. In these types of performance,
certain ideologies are brought to light in the exaggerated performance of an identity.

Drawing on this framework and the four semiotic processes presented above, Bucholtz

and Hall (2005) also ppose five principles to be included in the analysis of identities in
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interaction: emergence, positionality, indexicality, relationality, and partialness. Emergence
addresses the ways in which identities are realized in the context of an interactioon&git
points to the importance of interlocutor roles and the position one interlocutor takes with respect
to another; these roles and positions are portrayed as temporary and-spatéit. Indexicality
draws on the semiotic procasentionedabove,indicating how participants utilize indexical
processes to make connections between linguistic forms and social meaning. Relationality,
which focuses more on the notions presented in their framework, indicates the intersubjective
nature of identities. Paalness deals with how identities are necessarily partial and that any
description of identities will also be partial.

Some studieshawsedBu c ho |l t z a n d andlgwéphrtcdarlingoistice |t o
situations. For instance, Chen (2008), in examiningditigeiistic practices of bilingual returnees
in Hong Kong, notes that returnees and locals are seen as distinct categories with which to
identify, and they use the tactics of adequation and distinction to position themselves in this
dichotomy. Additionally Chenargueghat locals make a claim to realness through tactics of
authenticity, positioning themselves as the poweagfaup, thusable to delegitimate returneés.
another studywilliams (2008) suggests that Chinese Americans note the benefitgmnig
Mandarin, thus aligning with the language through tactics of adequation, while subsequently
condemning the language as annoying, thus distancing themselves through distinction. These
bivalent stances aid in the emergence of an appropriate identity context of the interaction.
Cashman (2008), who focuses more on Bucholtz
explains how children in an Engli$panish bilingual setting use impolite forms and
codeswitching as resources for adequation anahdigin to construct the identity of a classmate

as a marginalized member of the class.
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These frameworks have contributed to our understanding of issues in language and
identity in different ways. Yet, while a framework can guide the research, one mimsbpeg
setting goals for the study mfentity and language. Bucholtz and Hall (2008) claim that we
should aim:
(1) to describe an identity that has been unrecognized or misrecognized by researchers or
cul tur al m etonderaangratd tiée impdgrt@ngea particular interactional
resource for identity work that has previo
nuance to the conceptualization of identit
identities are tied up with larger sociopoliticabpesses, institutions, histories, and
ideologies that are consequential beyond the interaction itself. (20086160
This dissertation aims to address the regional identity expressed in Louisville because it
has been virtually ignored in linguistic resda(but see Miller 2008). What makes it interesting
is its location in the United States. As a border town, Louisville represents a location where it is
likely that more than one regional identity is expressadsuch, it will be necessary to address
thecomplexity of mapping linguistic choices to identity construction in border towns, in order to
capture the sociolinguistic nuances of the langudepetity interfacel will show how
geographical, political, linguistic, historical, cultural, and percdpiaeles affect the linguistic
practices and identity constructions and perceptions of people in this town, a topic which has
been mostly ignored in linguistic studies.
2.3  Border Studies and Identity
In order to understand what happens near borders, we must first examwitegms like
Abor der 0 a n dcava lieenrtheaizelViale adbsrder may simply be conceived of as

a line (often a political or geographic boundary), borderlands are corsiddve strips of land
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on either side of the border (Bejarano 2006) ,
determined by this border that are characterized by conflict and contradiction, material and
ideational o (Alvarez 1995: 448) .

These regionare locales for the convergence of political, social, and other identities
(Flynn 1997). In these regions, identities are constantly challenged and transformed. Alvarez
claimsthatborders and borderlandspresengraphically the conflicteassociated witlthe
current organization of the world | v a r e #or & id ltere that dultures, ideologies, and
individuals clash and chall enge our disciplin
(1995: 449).

Alvarez (1995) examines the history of batded studies in anthropology. He claims
that the anthropological investigation of borders grew out of many studies along-tieXit®
border (e.g. Bustamante 1978, Hansen 1981, Stoddard, Nostrand, and West 1982), and that these
studies provided the modelr the study of other national borders. These researchers found
interest in the US/exico border because of its unique status as a boundary between the first and
third worlds. These early studies were concerned mainly with issues of immigration. Later,
anthropologists moved toward folklore and cultural products at the border as a way of
investigating aspects of identity and cultural conflict. The field was further encouraged by native
anthropologists challenging the traditional notions of subject andtahjanthropological
research, taking it upon themselves to investigate their own border communities from an
insiderds perspective. As more studies on thi
borderland studies quickly became a vibrant area of idsea

One issue of concern for anthropologists is the notion that a border does not confine a

culture to a specific area. Appadurai (1988) expressed unease with the notion that cultures might
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be bounded in this way. Gupta and Ferguson (1992) state tlidbiadized world in which we
' ive makes it i mpossi bl e t oThaughdhg easytperspbctvée bor d
of a border as the literal dividing line between discrete cultures ultimately became untenable,
many anthropological studies stifirely considered the border as a variable (Alvarez 1995,
Appadurai 1988).
As Alvarez notes, despite the rich history associated with th&e¥8co border, most
work has been ahistorical, ignoring the implications such information might have for the
constuction of border identities. He calls for more history and more ethnography, in order to
better understand contested and shifting identities at the border. Others, like Gupta and Ferguson,
suggest that a renewed i ntsucheenttal analyticsopcaptsen A f or
ant hropol ogy as that of O6cultured and, by ext
which, in the absence of the assumed isomorphism of culture and space, becomes more apparent.
We can turn to some recentidies at the US/exico border to see how cultural
differences are exposed when we pay attention to space, and borders in particular. Pletsch de
Garcia (2006) examined Laredo, Texas, a border town where 93% of the population is of
Hispanic descent. Her foswas on TexMex, the name of a particular kind of mixed language
that has both negative and positive connotations for different speakers. Her findings show that
monolingual English speakers tended to have more negative associations with TexMex than did
thepeople who actually used it. The cultural difference in this border community deals
specifically with attitudes toward language; in order to show this difference, Pletsch de Garcia
needed a strong understanding of the social norms and the linguistre agsociated with the

people in the community, thus answering Al var
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Another such study at the tN8exico border examines the youth identities of Latino
students in a border town high school. Bejarano (2006) examined the retmgtions in
identity made by people at the border (Latino, Chicano, Mexican, MeRn@erican, etc.) that
the majority of US society ignores. In her study, Bejarano focuses on how youth identities are
created and influenced by geopolitics and sociocallimplications of the border. Like the
definition of borderlands presented above suggests, Bejarano emphasizes the contestation of
identities that occurs in border communities,
people face simultaneous affiet i ons and contradictions about
Among her informants were both Ameriebarn and Mexicaiborn youths, who, in their
identity creations, contested the relative Mexicanness or Americanness of their counterparts. She
found thattheir identity positionings were tied up with their understanding of citizenship and the
salience of linguistic choices. Students were able to present their level of Mexicanness or
Americanness based on both their birthright, so to speak, and their ah&ieglish, Spanish,
Spanglish, or codeswitching between the languages. Ultimately, Bejarano discovered that the
borderlands held varying meanings for its residents, and that identity construction was a complex

practice that required not only strong ethragapic background knowledge but also an

understanding of the historical situation that created the borderlands.

Like in Bejaranods research, many border s
the border. As Rosaldo suggests, we often considdréar i dent i ti es to be da
little of that, and not quite one or the othe

situation at the Bénihligeria border presents a different possibility. For her informants, on
either side offte political and geographic border, the idea that governments could dictate who

did and did not belong to a particular community was preposterous. The communities positioned
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themselves as the border, the embodiment of the border in the border dwelleus)deitstood
standards of long residence in the borderlands, not ethnicity, nationality, or kinship, as the
deciding factor in belonging. In this case, the reaction to the geopolitics was not one of division,
but wunification. FI| rpomtedwith stata congrolstthatdhteatén posderh e n  c o
residentsd ability to move across and around
and micropolitical networks that crisscross the border play key roles in reinforcing and shaping
local solidarity (1997: 319) .

Unli ke Flynnds community, where identity i
transborder trade, the notion of identity at the border is often, though not always, connected to
| anguage use. For exampl e, iussiorGhtheaGermaBslikhi and
border, we see that the elderly Polish, in their narratives about their neighbors across the river,
construct the Germans as a threat to their homes. This points to the historical nature of the
border. The analysis focuses onb@o/Gubin, two towns that used to be one German city. The
fear felt by the older Polish comes from the fact that after World War 1, the Allied Forces
redrew the political boundaries, taking some land away from the Germans and giving it to the
Polish. TheGermans, on the other hand, having no intention to take back their land, do not
construct the Polish in a negative way. Instead, they look at the Polish part of their city through
nostalgia for days gone by.

But Gal asi GEGsKki and Meiogesseas Df the Gernmass amdriPolishh e o t
Though the Polish sentiments about the Germans seem unfounded, in that the Germans have no
desire to take back the |l and, the Germanso6 in

emotional/mental claim to thaty, which is experienced by the Polish in their interactions with
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Germans. So, through the Germansd nostal gia,
stories, the language they use to describe their position, that their border idestiiplshed.

These studies move us more toward an understanding of how linguists have handled
place and borders in their research projects. The notion that borders serve as lines between
distinct linguistic behaviors has been as pervasive in linguisearels as it was in
anthropological research. Traditional dialectology focuses on drawing isoglosses, which suggest
that distinct linguistic behaviors exist on either side of the line. But, if linguistic borders are
anything like the borders studied by awibologists, one might expect to find much more
interesting behavior at the borders.

Chambers and Trudgill (1980) turned their attention to one of these isoglosses, to see
whether the line actually served as a division between two distinct linguisticitwehawheir
focus was on a line between southern and northern England, where speakers vary in their
pronunciation ofAandad : . They suggest that areas around
represent transition zones for the variables, where speadtest @ariation in pronunciation.

Aside from isoglosses, linguistic studies of dialect focus on speech commuBuiies.
these, too, have been critiquddst as Alvarez and Appadurai noted the lack of consideration of
borders in anthropological researeh¢ k er t not ed that #A[a]lthough t
viewed as being located within dialect space, it is rarely treated as socially connected to anything
beyond i ts b ou4i@BkThis erigque is(eehbed i Britain (2002). He suggests
that pace must be considered in studies of variation as more than a container.

Moving beyond simply suggesting linguists take place into consideration, Britain (2002)
and Eckert (2004) both argue that our attention needs to be on the borders. Some linguistic

studies have tried to consider the border as a variable. For example, in the work of Zwigkl (200

43



at the IrelaneNorthern Ireland border, the focus was on the influence of the national border on
issues of identity, language attitudes, and lexical knowleslge examined two similarly sized
towns on either side of the political boundary. Though without clear motivation, she argues that
linguistic divergence is likely at political borders, yet her results indicate that the political border
does not actually see as the main contributor to linguistic variation. Instead, she shows that
A1 ] n Northern Ireland, peopleds idéntity has
Protestants considered themselves British and Catholics iwslile in the Republic all
respondents cl ai me @ 2350 Thé orddr,inifasthdid not apear tokdve &2 0 0
large effect on knowledge and use of local dialect words.

But like the majority of the anthropological examination of borders, many of these
linguistic studes have dealt with national borders. Some, though rather few, have examined the
impact of regional bordergort-Cafiellas (2007) examined the Arag8atalonia border in
Spain. This study, which focuses on the Catala@aking people of the Aragon regiexamines
language attitudes at the border. She found that while the people claimed to feel Aragonese, they
also provided negative assessments of the Aragonese language, when compared to Catalan or
Castilian. They experience an identity conflict becausEpasCariellas argues, they believe
they cannot be Aragonese while speaking Catalan.

Another study that looks more closely at regional borders is Llamag)(Z0ts study
specifically examined the interdependence of language and place identity, whskegsiveg
practices of categorization, seifaking, othering, and shifting orientations among speakers in
Middlesbrough, a city that lies on a regional border in Northern England. In this town, Llamas
argues, identity construction is fluid and complgkefound that there is a shift in orientation

among Middlesbrough residents from Yorkshire to Northeast England, and it correlates with a
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higher level of use of glottalized /p/ in young speakers, which is closer to the usage patterns of
Tyneside. Thus, thelentification is shifting from one side of the border to the other, but there is
actually a shift in identification from Yorkshire to Middlesbrough because it is developing its
own identity, in which glottalized /p/ is indexical of Middlesbrough Englistcdise of this,

Llamas argued that borders must not be considered static, fixed entities, but instead as socially
constructed realities. And while political borders may add to the psychological reality of borders,
this can only be determined by examinirayhthe people interpret the borders.

As these studies suggest, the study of communities at national, regional, or other borders
would serve to further our understanding of how borders impact linguistic variation and identity
construction. However, as Johmge (2004) noted, and Llamas (2Q@@ade clear through her
own study, ideology is necessary for our understanofindentity. We cannot assume the border
is salient for speakers without getting a sense of their attitudes gland attitudes betray pu
ideological dispositions
2.4  Language ldeologies

Silverstein in a seminal work1979), definedanguage ideologies s seds ofibeliefs
about language articulated by users as a rationalization or justification of perceived language
struct ur(¥7%9193)Similarle,br vi ne (1989) describes | ang
cultural system of ideas about social and linguistic relationships, together with their loading of
mor al and political i nterestso ( 1i9d8e9:!| o02g5y5 )A.r eH
to the situated, partial, and interested char
110) . Perhaps more simply, Kroskrity (2004) d

| anguages as used in their social worldso (20
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These definitions point to several features thought to be present in language ideologies.
They are seen as imbued with the political, social, and moral issues prevalent within a
community (Irvine and Gal 2000). A group has multiple ideologies, whichatextspecific
and constructed over time through the experiences of individuals (Kroskrity 2004). But our
social constructions are based on more than direct sensory input; in fact, ideologies come about
from our perceptions of the sensory informationwgdis 1999). These ideologies, like
identities, are seen as dynamic entities, not static ones (Woolard 1992, Kroskrity 2004).

One important point is that language ideologies, linguistic form, and social use are
interconnected. Each one is thoughttosteped i nf or m t he ot hers, and
ideology is a mediating |ink between s.oci al
However,as Woolard (2008) has noted, it is quite difficult to focus on all three variables at the
same timethus research becomes focused on talk about language and not on linguistic practices.

But, despite these features which seem to make language ideologies a keen point of study
in linguistic research, previous linguisstudies were focused solely on lingfig variation,
seeing attitudes as secondary, or as interesting parallel research. That is, variationist studies and
language attitudes have often seemed to be separate ventures (Milroy 2004). This tradition goes
back at least as far as Bloomfield (19440 famously claimed that these ideologies only serve
as distracters to genuine linguistic analyses. On the other hand, the study of language ideologies
has had great success in the area of social psychology, though these studies tend not to focus on
lingui stic variation (Edwards 1999, Milroy and
point about the difficulties associated with focusing on three variables quite clear.

Those who have focused their attentions on bridging the gap have set out some

interesting frameworks for the analysis of ideology. For instance, Irvine and Gal (2000) suggest
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three semioti c pheway geopte emceicemhlicks betwween lopguistic forms

and soci al phenomenao (2000: owdng:)conizalidnefractal pr oc e
recursivity, and erasure. Iconization deals with the ways in which certain linguistic forms which

serve as linguistic markers of differentiation are intrinsically linked to social differentiation. For
example, the fact that Sdwern American speakers are perceived to speak more slowly than

other groups has been linked to the idea that they must also be slower thinkers (i.e. dumb). An
example can be seen when a speaker makes a connection between the speech of a Southerner and
thesocial practice of marrying cousins or not wearing shoes (Cramer 2010).

Fractal recursivity is thelea that oppositions at one level of difference are projected onto
another level within each group. For example, British speakers are thought to hawee precis
enunciation, which leads people to associate such a dialect with being smart (by iconization),
whil e Americans, who are thought to fiswall owo
often linked to being dumb comparatively. But within American spgmtterns (another level of
difference), speakers have more or less precise enunciation (i.e. attempt a British accent).

Speakers who have more precise enunciation are associated with characteristics like formal,
white, and standard, while the dialectiwswallowed consonants is associated with informal,
nonwhite, and norstandard speech. This same dichotomy has been shown when describing the
differences between urban and rural varieties (Cramer 2010).

Erasure is the process that renders certain distirscinvisible. Perceived homogeneity
within a | anguage is one way in which erasure
ideological representation does not, however, necessarily mean actual eradication of the

awkward element, whoseveryeeist ce may be unobserved or unatt
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Together, these three semiotic processes explain the ways in which ideologies about linguistic
differences are formed.

Perhaps more related to the goals of dissertations the framework discussed i
Milroy (2004). She claims that thereisaneedfaa f r amewor k f or i ncorpor
mainstream variationist work an account of language attitudes, treated as manifestations of
|l ocally constructed | anguage i drawogorslbball @0®:
(1963) classic study of wvariation in Marthaos
emphasizes ethnographic detail and indexicality in identity and ideology research. Since 1963,
variationists have done a great deal of work shgwiow phonological elements index group
identity. But these works depended on the ethnography of the community. Thus, Milroy
encourages an understanding of the lyaalevant social categories before beginning our
research. Such an approach will reveal ideological motivations of group members to affiliate
with a particular group.

Turning again to the attention given to regional variation, and more specifically to
linguistic ideologies, in the American popular press, the importance of attitudes in linguistic
research becomes more appar@mte goal of thiprojectis to draw on thes popular notions of
regional variation, looking to folk attitudes and ideologies as a way of understanding belonging,
and considering the border as an area where these ideologies are particularly important in
determining how speakers express belonging vaspect to region. Without a clear
understanding of the ways in which community members construct and perceive their own and

othersé identities, we | ose the i mportant soc
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3 Theoretical Framework

In this sectionl focus on the theoretical framewattkat will be used in my data analysis.

This dissertation draws extensively on work done in folk linguistics. This section includes a brief
history of folk linguistics, as well as a description of the types of tools used within this field of
study and a presentation of some research projeithale utilized these tools.

3.1  The History of Folk Linguistics

In many traditional dialectology studies, as noted above, there is a lack of inclusion of
speakersod6 attitudes and beliefs about t,inguis
particularly those from the American structuralist tradition (more particularly, those heavily
influenced by Bloomfield) have not been interested in the overt opinions of nonlinguists, instead
claiming that only pr od uweston 1889, Nekdzielski acddrestans a s
2000, Benson 2003).

Despite the prevalence of the Bloomfieldian perspective, in the 1960s, Hoenigswald
(1966) incited interest in the beliefs of spe
suggested that lingusshould be concerned not only with language as production but also with
how people react to language and how people represent language in talk about language. Thus, a
field referred t oestabbsheflahcowork doheibyReonis Presiameny wa s
others, in the 1980s and later, emphasized the importance of language attitudes and perceptions
in thestudy of linguistic variation.

But, as Preston has noted, this was not the actual beginning of the field. Perceptual
dialectology, a branch ofolk linguistics that has its focus in what nonlinguists say about

language and linguistic variation, including where they think it comes from, where they think it

A terminological not e: Preston uses the term
the word Admd&nwstocodfttenmean #f t on
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exists, and why they think it happens, has its earliest roots in the Dutch and Japaitieses trad
In a 1939 Dutch dialect survey, respondents were asked to identify areas where people speak the
same and areas where they speak different tha
this survey (1955 [reprinted in Preston 1999]) utilizedlittie-arrow method developed by
Wei jnen (1946, as cited in Preston 1999), whi
the locations they described as linguistically similar.

Similarly, in Japan, a tradition for accounting for the beliefs peogit dbout language
was developed, though amongst some controversy. Sibata (1959 [reprinted in Preston 1999])
undertook a study in which respondents were asked to list which villages spoke differently than
people in their own village. Not aware of the étdrrow method, Sibata used increasingly thick
lines to delineate Adifference boundaries, 0 a
Sibata found that the perceived boundaries did not match the production boundaries and
therefore determined theto be uninteresting. Grootaers (1959, 1964 [reprinted in Preston
1999]), much like Bloomfield, complained that speaker perceptions were too subjective and,
therefore, not very valuable. Weijnen (1968 [reprinted in Preston 1999]), whosarlitie

methodhad been successful in the Netherlands, responded to these claims, heightening the

controversy.
This controversy, however, did not spell t
own work, which he refers t o alsgy hdsprodicedoad er n o

wealth of knowledge in the subject matter. The methods that fall under this rubric (described
below) have been employed in numerous locations around the globe, including Brazil (Preston
1989), France (Kuiper 1999), Germany (Daif@y ah 1999, Diercks 2002), Great Britain

(Inoue 1996 [reprinted in Preston 1999]), Italy (Romanello 2002), Japan (Inoue 1995 [reprinted
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in Preston 1999], Long 1999a, 1999b), Korea (Long and Yim 2002), Spain (Moreno and Moreno
2002), Turkey (Demirci and Klear 1999, Demirci 2002), Wales (Coupland, Williams, and
Garrett 1999, Williams, Garrett, and Coupland 1999), among many others.

Of course, since Prestonds own main intere
vein has also been plentiful. Fromtfheé/i si ons of Americaodo (Preston
can see the perceptions that people in varied locales, including Hawaii, Michigan, southern
Indiana, western New York, New York City (Preston 1989), Memphis (Fridland, Bartlett, and
Kreuz 2004, Fridind, Bartlett, and Kreuz 2005, Fridland and Bartlett 2006), Reno (Fridland and
Bartlett 2006), Boston (Hartley 2005), Oregon (Hartley 1999), and California (Fought 2002),
have about the entire country, in terms of similarity, correctness, and pleas&htmesstudies
have even considered how a single state, like Ohio (Benson 2003) or California (Bucholtz et al.
2007, Bucholtz et al. 2008), perceives itself in these terms.

With his work leading the way, Preston has shown linguists why the perceptions of
language users matter for linguisti€seston indicated that

[w]ithout knowledge of the valuadden classifications of language and language status

and function by the folk, without knowledge of where the folk believe differences exist,

without knowledge bwhere they are capable of hearing major and minor differences,

and, most importantly, without knowledge of how the folk bring their beliefs about

language to bear on their solutions to linguistic problems, the study of language attitudes

risks being: 1 venture into the investigation of academic distinctions which distort the
folk reality or tell only a partial truth or, worse) a misadventure into the study of

theatrically exaggerated speech caricatures. (Preston 1993a: 252)
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Thus, the work of folk hguists can serve to bridge the gap left by linguists and social
psychologists in bypassing the interrelatedness of ideologies, society, and linguistic practices
(Milroy and Preston 1999)n what follows, | examine more closely the Prestonian paradigm of
folk linguistics, discussing the methods and their use.
3.2 Tools of the Trade
3.2.1 Mental Maps

A mental map, as a theoretical construct, is conceived of as the image one has in his or
her mind about a certain place. Work in cultural geography (e.g. @adl@Vhite 1986) has
indicated that getting people to draw these maps can give us some insight into how they see their
world. As Gould and White discuss, mental maps can help in town planning (as in Birmingham,
Goodey 1972), as many people can share #agying perceptions of area landmarks (Lynch
1960) or their neighborhoods (Ladd 1967, Orleans 1967), to reveal certain underlying
sentiments.

To that end, Gould and White (1986) explored the mental maps of people in Britain, the
United States, and elsewbeto discover which areas of a country were the most desirable
places to reside. Respondents were asked, if given free choice, where they would choose to live.
In Britain, the national sentiment appeared to be in favor of living in the south of theycount
though local preferences for the home area were prevalent the further north respondents lived. In
the United States, opinions of northerners and westerners were in union, in that the south,
specifically the ASout her nparE of Sauth Bavolinga®dids si ssi p
Georgia), were seen as the least desirable places to live. For Alabamans, however, the picture
was quite the opposite. They made more distinctions within the south, preferring their own state

but giving harsh rating to their riibor, Mississippi. These maps reveal the precise distinctions
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one can make about oneds home area and shows
mi ght i mpinge upon peopleds perceptions.
Many folk linguisticsstudieshave focused on nonlinguisls pr oduc tdraamm of han
maps of regionallialectalvariation in the United States. In these studies, respondents are asked
to draw lines around areas oblankmap(or one with little detailpf the United States where
peopl e nAspeak uduallyincdudesstate lings, as ealyastpdees (e.g. Preston 1989,
1993Db) indicated that people have great difficulty with completely blank maps, due to a general
lack of knowledge about American geography. The problem with this, however, is that

respondet of ten fAcoul d n ctate lmes evergpdaledt boendanes,tafactn t h a't

which supports the conclusion that nonlinguis
boundaries are historicplo | i t i cal, not |l inguisticd (Preston
Regardles,handd r awn maps can give |linguists clues

space, which provides added ethnographic detail of the group under examination. Additionally,
studies of folk beliefs can enhance our understanding of linguistic variation, ihithanlikely
that nonlinguists experience linguistic change in a way completely unrelated to the ways
traditional dialectologists have described it (Niedzielski and Preston Z0@f)gh perceptual
and production maps often yield similar results, thigimes be the case (Benson 2003).

It may be helpful to consider some exampl es
compilation of several of higreliminary folk linguisticstudies (forothers see Preston 19%hd
Long and Preston 20D20nestudyfocuses orthe perceptions of regional variation from the
perspective of native Hawaiians. The goal of
producing a generalized map from a number of individual,{tanda wn oneso ( Pr est o

An example of one shicdndividual map can be found Figure6. Combining the maps of 35
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undergraduates at the University of Hawaii, Preston found that, despite the Valpgisgsed a
composite representation could be createdrayingperceptual isoglosses based on the lines of
greatest agreemebéetweerrespondentRegions are included in composite maps if a large
numberof respondents usedsimilar label for a regn, and the boundaries of that region are
determined based on where thestrespondents drew their boundariEgjure7 representsie

composite map for Hawaii.

MILES

KILOMETERY

Figure 61 Map drawn by Hawaiian, Preston (1989: 27)
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Figure 717 Composite map of United States as seen by Hawaiians, Preston (1989: 32)

Preston (1989) i n hi s AFi ve Viabsoaxamsneddahe hafttawnr i cao s
maps of respondents in southeastern Michigan, southern Indiana, western New York, and New
York City. The goal in this study was to compare the regional perceptions of people from
varying parts of the country. He found that many of the divisions were quite similar, which,
Preston argues, suggests that since the respondents have held continuoue liedildein home
region and are not very wellaveledit he prescri ptive backgrounds
most I mportant in explaining their origins an
Preston (1999) has made the generalization that, irdreaping activiies, respondents
tend to draw first the most stigmatized areas of a country, and then they give detail to their local
area. It also appears that locals make more distinctions in their home area than outsiders to. This

has been shown in many studies. B tmaps themselves (without qualitative analysis of the
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labels) tell us little about speaker attitudes toward different varieties. To understand this part of
the question, folk linguists have employed degrkdifference tasks, as well as correctness and
pleasantness surveys.

3.2.2 Degreeof-Difference Tasks

An important focus in many folk linguistic studies is on how different a particular variety
i's perceived to be with respect to a responde
having respodents rank each of the 50 states in terms of difference from how they speak. The
task usually involves a scale of one to four, where one means the variety is the same as the
respondent ds and four means t he wareingtdys.i s Whre
a state receives an overal/l | ow mean score, i
home area believe that way of speaking to be similar to their own.

For example, | ooking at some of PRandestonodos
Preston 2000: #82), we can see that Michiganders view their neighboring states (Ohio, Indiana,
lllinois, and Wisconsin), as well as lowa and Minnesota, as rather similar to their way of
speaking. States that Goul d namd oWhgihtdte nhhIMM&6 y
Mississippi, and Alabama, are viewed as the most different from the way people speak in
Michigan. On the other hand, Southerners (mostly from Alabama, Georgia, and South Carolina)
view Georgia and South Carolina as most similath a secondary similarity zone in the
surrounding Southern states, while they see Wisconsin, Delaware, and all states northeast of
Pennsylvania as unintelligibly different.

Of course, as we saw in the section on the history of folk linguistics, taak@as based
on level of difference (or similarity) is not a new task. For instance, early work by Rensink (1955

[reprinted in Preston 1999]) and Weijnen (1946), using the-&tilew method, and Sibata (1959
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[reprinted in Preston 1999]) and Mase (19f4arinted in Preston 1999], 1964b [reprinted in
Preston 1999]) from the Japanese tradition, focused on degrees of difference or similarity.

From the many studies that have utilized this methodology, Preston (1999) has suggested
some generalizations abdww people rank other ways of speaking. He claims that respondents
from areas with high levels of linguistic security, like Michigan, where speakers believe their
variety is the same as Standard American English (Niedzielski 2002), tend to rate vhagties t
they classify as least correct and pleasant (more on this in the next section) as most different,
even unintelligibly different from their own way of speaking. Respondents from areas more
l inguistically insecur e, I|t3puteartofcheitstaemthe | ndi an
Mi dwest, part in the North, and, curiously, t
1997: 321), rate varieties that they found to be high or low on the correctness and pleasantness
scales as rather different.

323 iCorrect o and APl easantodo Surveys

In addition to understanding how similar a respondent believes a variety to be, it is
important for a sociolinguistic study to capture how the respondent views that variety on certain
social scales. For Preston, oves ttourse of many studies, the most prominent social
characteristics to surface for respondents dealt with notions of correctness and pleasantness. This
is similar to findings in other work, including Ryan, Giles, and Sebastian (1982), where speakers
judgedaudio samples on status and solidarity, and Inoue (1995 [reprinted in Preston 1999)),
where respondents identified characteristics
intellectual and emotional.

Like in the degre®f-difference task, respondsrare asked to rate all 50 states with

respect to these characteristics. These studies use a scale from one to nine, where one indicates a
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variety that is least correct or least pleasant and nine indicates a variety is most correct or most
pleasant. Thiss similar to the practices of cultural geographers, like Gould and White (1986),
where respondents were asked to indicate areas of the country that were most desirable with
respect to residence.

An example from Prestonos PrestanR00q 63&)vi ewed
shows that those same Michigan respondents discussed above have a rather high opinion of
themselves (as also revealed in other studies, like Niedzielski 2002). They rank their own variety
alone as the most correct variety and onlg fatr other states as high as Michigan on
pleasantness. They rate Southern states, particularly Alabama, rather low on correctness and
relatively low on pleasantness. On the other hand, Indiana respondents, who also rate Southern
states as low on correess, tended to give high scores for pleasantness in those same states
(though these respondents were pretty generous with their pleasantness ratings; a large majority
of the country was rated at a six or higher). Southern respondents, being ratherdailyuist
insecure, rated their own varieties (at least for the Georgia and Alabama respondents) as lower in
terms of correctness than several other northern, eastern, and western states. They made the
further distinction that Texas, Louisiana, and Mississspgak the least correct varieties,
confirming the generalization made about the mental maps that regional locals make more
distinctions within their home area. The Southern respondents also rated Alabama as the most
pleasant, with coastal southern statasing as a secondary locus for pleasantness. They rank
northeastern states, like New York and New Jersey, as relatively low on the pleasantness scale.

The generalizations Preston (1999) has made about these surveys are: Respondents from
areas with higleevels of linguistic security will rank their own variety as very correct and might

include other states in the classification of most pleasant; they tend to rank states as low on both
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scales; respondents from linguistically insecure locales rate theivanety as most pleasant,
but they choose several location (not always their own) as most correct; they also usually
distinguish between the least correct and the least pleasant varieties.
3.2.4 Placing Voices
Anot her tool us ed lectologyrstadies involesplaping vocesp t u a |
Given voices on a fidial ect ¢ o rchoicemsetwfiogatiqng, n s cr
respondents are asked to determine where the speaker comes from. This tool is seemingly the
most problematic in tersnof value, as varying studies have shown different levels of accuracy
for respondents completing this type of task. For instance, while Preston (1993a) maintains that
subjects do relatively well at placing voices, a notion that has been supported nviloek
perception of vowels associated with the Southern Vowel Shift as Southern in Memphis
(Fridland, Bartlett, and Kreuz 2004, 2005) and by work on ethnic dialect identification (Purnell,
Idsardi, and Baugh 1999), others have found that respondentepeatber poorly on this task
(e.g. Williams, Garrett, and Coupland 1999, Clopper and Pisoni 2004).
Despite this possible controversy, this type of research is deemed important by Preston,
as we cannot make connections between regional dialects and largtitagles without
knowing the respondentoés ability to identify
unless we ask (and surprisingly few studies of language attitude have), we do not know
where the respondents believe the voice is from. A report might adg.statie that
respondents had certain attitudes towards a South Midland voice sample, but the
respondents might have gone home believing that they had heard an Inland North one.

(Preston 1993a: 193)
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Prestonds most f amous e Nadngdkiand®restoh 2000s t a s k
82-95, and elsewhere) involves the placement of voice samples from nine-clakiemiddle
aged male speakers from nine different locations on a-sotith continuum from Saginaw,
Michigan to Dothan, Alabama. In additiongbowing that nonlinguists are relatively good at
placing voices on this norsouth dimension, Preston showed that respondents seem to
experience certain Aminoro and fimajoro dialec
boundaries described in traditionialectology. For instance, while his Michigan respondents
hear a major nortBouth boundary between sites #4 and #5 (Muncie, Indiana and New Albany,
Indiana, respectively), which approximately seems to coincide with the traditional boundary of
the Soutithat runs alongside the Ohio River (e.g. Labov, Ash, and Boberg 2006), they also hear
a minor boundary between sites #6 and #7 (Bowling Green, Kentucky and Nashville, Tennessee,
respectively), which might repl idc aitDee eap dS osuttihno
dialects. On the other hand, his Indiana respondents hear two major dialect boundaries: one
between sites #2 and #3 (Coldwater, Michigan and South Bend, Indiana, respectively), and
another between sites #3 and #4 (South Bend, Indiana ancléyliindiana, respectively). The
first of these boundaries does not resemble those of traditional dialectology and perhaps indicates
a certain level of supewareness of northernness associated with their sense of linguistic
insecurity. They also hear theundary between sites #4 and #5 (Muncie, Indiana and New
Albany, Indiana, respectively), though for Indiana respondents, this is a minor boundary.

The main generalization Preston (1999) has drawn from this work as to do with the
already mentioned levef accuracy of respondents. But he also mentions that respondents from
different places hear the voices presented to them in varying ways. More specifically, his point is

that the Aminoro and fAmajor o boundaoupgsefs he ha
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respondents, and hear them with different | ev
di stinctions closer to the | ocal area and few
XXXV).
3.2.5 Qualitative Data

Finally, though briefly, wish to mention the qualitative data that often accompanies
many folk linguistic studies. In many ways, this information can be more insightful than the
guanti fications of the other folk I|linguistic
askedo answer questions about the tasks they have completed. These questions often result in
openended conversations about language and variation, including discussions of the people who
speak certain varieties. Examples of this conversational data arssgidat length in
Niedzielski and Preston (2000).

While this type of data is often difficult to make generalizations about, Preston (1999),
does note some general trends in the conversational data. He claims that: 1) people mention face
to-face encounterwith people who speak other varieties more often than they mention popular
culture (i.e. television, movies, etc.) depictions of said varieties; 2) people often have trouble
explicitly detailing phonological (and other) features of certain dialects naitations of said
dialects can be accurate or inaccurate in many ways (Preston 1992); and 3) people tend to be
very concerned with correctness.
3.3  Folk Linguistics in Practice

Having considered the many tools of the trade, we can now examine the wanshn
these tools have been employed in numerous linguistic studies. While | focus on the information
relevant to the current study (namely, studies that examine American perceptions of dialects), |

also discuss some of the research that has taken plaeelato get a sense of whether these
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tools can be wuseful outside of the American <c
work to show how his students and others have engaged the Prestonian paradigm in new and
interesting ways. l alsoretutho Pr est onds work to get a prelim
perspective of American dialects.
3.3.1 American Perspectives

In their comparison of folk linguistic perceptions in Memphis and Reno, Fridland and
Bartlett (2006) found that Memphians, like me&yutherners, found their region to be generally
pleasant but relatively incorrect when compared to the north. The most incorrect states in the
region were the states that touch the southwest border of Tennessee, where Memphis is located.
What is interestig about this, however, is that while Mississippi and Arkansas were rated
significantly less correct than Tennessee, they were also rated as less different than Tennessee in
the degreef-difference task.

Memphians rated the west as most pleasant, biRehe residents did not return the
favor. In fact, Reno residents rated the South negatively on both correctness and pleasantness. A
high level of linguistic security associated with western dialects also surfaces in the Reno results,
as Westerners are seasispeaking significantly more correctly. Interestingly, they did not rank
Nevada as most correct, which the authors <cl a
respondents, who seem to be linguistically insecure due to their proximity to the soaths Wh
Renodés reason for insecurity? Fridland and Ba
like gambling might lead residents to rate it lower.

Fridland, Bartlett, and Kreuz (2004, 2005) also examined the folk perceptions in
Memphis. They wee concerned with whether Memphians could determine which vowel variants

were Southern and which were not, using synthesized tokens from native Memphians as the
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stimuli. The vowels used in the study were those representative of the Southern Vowelgshift (e.
Feagin 1986, Fridland 1998). In the 2004 article, the authors determined that Memphians were
more accurate at selecting tokens of front vowels, especially /ei/, as Southern. They claim there
is a strong connection between production and perceptioil,lesgebeen shown (e.g. Fridland
1998) to be the most actively shifting vowel in Memphis, and it was the vowel most commonly
identified as Southern. They suggestthat h e abi | i t yacafatelyprate differencep ant s
between vowel variants andsggn scores appearsvary, depending on whether the local
community speech norms involve thgseticular variants and whether those variants are shared
with otherregiond ( Fr i dl and, Bartlett, and Kreuz 2004:
The later study (2005) focused on hMegmphians rate these particular vowel variants in
terms of education and pleasantness. Examining specifically the front shift between f&j/ and /
as well as the back shift of /u/ and/othe authors found that respondents found the non
Southern variamstof the front vowels to be significantly more educated and pleasant and favored
the traditionally positioned back vowels to the shifted ones. Additionally, all back vowels were
rated as more educated and more pleasant than all front vowels. The aytteonstiis
preference for back vowels by claiming that they resist regional categorization, as the shifting of
back vowels is more widespread (though the South leads the changes). But what the authors find
most interesting is that it is the vowel clas$ed tespondents knew to have Southern variants
that they rated higher for education and pleasantness for the Northern variants. That is, the less
regional salience a token had for respondents, the more positive ratings it received.
Why, then,dothespeakes use these variants, as has be
2008) production research? We generally assume that speakers continue to use stigmatized forms

for other purposes like solidarity. But since these Memphians rated the vowels they use rather
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low on both education and pleasantness, it is unclear what exactly is gained by using the forms.
The results here do not match the results in the 2004 study, which noted that speakers rated
Memphis as less educated by not less pleasant than the North. The blaheed the odd
results in the 2005 article on the lab setting and the test instrument, but it is important to note that
studies focusing on folk perceptions and attitudes sometimes reveal conflicting pictures.

Hartley (2005) examined perceptions on Baest Coast, discussing how Bostonians
struggle with two common stereotypes associated with people from their city: the educated elite
stereotype, exemplified by Boston Brahmins and Harvard professors, and the vebaksg
descendanbf-immigrants steregpe, as portrayed in movies likekood Will Hunting In her
study, Hartley used Multidimensional Scaling analysis, as wélinasans cluster analysis, to
show exactly how Bostonians perceive differences across the country. As might be expected,
Bostoniansnarked Massachusetts as being least different, while they considered Alabama to be
most different. They also tended to group Boston/Massachusetts with other traditionally New
English states for the degreédifference task, but they set it apart in therectness and
pleasantness surveys. In fact, they did not rate Massachusetts as the highest on the correctness
scale, which indicates a level of linguistic insecurity that is not necessarily expected, given the
ratings Massachusetts receives from other igaas. But Hartley suggests that respondents are
rather aware of the two dominant stereotypes about the area, causing them to struggle with one
clear image of the city. This is exemplified by the conflict represented in their maps and surveys
which indicde both levels of linguistic security and insecurity.

Hartley (1999) also conducted folk linguistic research on the West Coast, examining the
perceptions of Oregonians, where little work had been conducted. Using mental mapspiegree

difference tasks, ahcorrectness and pleasantness surveys, the author determined that, as in
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many studies, the South was the most salient region, which was also, as in many studies, ranked
low for correctness but high for pleasantness.
3.3.2 Individual State Perspectives

Whereas many of the early folk linguistic studies elicited perceptions about the entire
country, some recent studies have focused attention on smaller areas within the United States.
Benson (2003), for example, examined the perceptions of speakers frons@aying people
from cities in four different regions of the state. Respondents received a map consisting only of
Ohio and its bordering states on which to draw distinct linguistic redimagking specifically at
how Ohioans categorize varieties spolethin Ohio, her researcshows that distinctionsan
be made on a smaller md@enson was able to show how people from different portions of the
state perceive Ohiobs position on the regiona
Specifically,inel ati on to Kentucky and Prestonb6s (198¢
showed that southern Ohio residents rate Kentucky similarly on the e#fepldBerence task but
do not include it with Ohio in their mental maps, where all respondents markeoliingsaloy of
the south along the Ohio River. In this way, Benson clainmiB,h e r e s p osautheastt s f r om
centraland sout hern Ohio are more | i kikdiaRar est onos
respondents(Benson 2003: 323).

Bucholtz et al. (2007), follwing Fought (2002), did a similar investigation into the
perceptions of another state: California. Having students in-#elas¥ sociolinguistics class at a
university in California complete the map drawing task, the researchers were able to show that
students were very aware of a negbuth border within their state. Quite often, the northern part
of the state was labeled as standard or normal, while the southern portion tended to be negatively

evaluated, mirroring the nor$outh distinctions made indleastern part of the country. In
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Bucholtz et al. (2008), this is further emphasized by the fact that, when asked where people
speak the best/worst in California, respondents consistently marked southern California as the
worst, stigmatized variety and ribern California was considered the best. This sentiment is
even sometimes shared by southern California residents themselves, which parallels the
sentiments of people in the American South who, according to-Gpgen (1997), have long
suffered from thdinguistic subordination of the north, eventually accepting their place as a
lesser variety.

These studies, conducted in response to the fact that little research has been done on
perceptions within the American West and that ideas about the West drdlyedsveloped in
studies examining the country as a whole, are interesting because California is the center of the
entertainment world, making it a center for new trends, including linguistic ones. Also, since
many of the respondents themselves wereentgisidents of southern California, many of the
traditional stereotypes (like surfer dude and Valley girl) do not show up in the labels, as they
might be considered unmarked categories. Overall, these individual state studies provide a more
detailed pictue of the local scene than studies focused on national level differences.

3.3.3 Global Perspectives

Turning now to the ways in which folk linguistic research in the Prestonian paradigm has
flourished outside of the United States, we turn to Daiddy C a (1998) svork in post
unification Germany. Given a list of different varieties of German, respondents were asked to
rate them in terms of correctness, pleasantness, and similarity to their own dialect. Additionally,
respondents completed a mental map. Resudlicate that residents of the former West
Germany view their and other western varieties as significantly more correct and pleasant than

eastern varieties. For residents of the former East Germany, there was no significant difference
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between eastern dnwestern varieties in terms of correctness, but they perceived western
varieties to be more pleasant. While this does not exactly mirror thesoarth division in the

United States, it is clear that former East Germans experience some level of Gngsesturity

similar to that felt in the American South. The boundary between them, which had been a
physical boundary, was even pronounced in their mental maps, suggesting the respondents still
view their country in these eastest terms.

In Wales, Willams, Garrett, and Coupland (1999) discussed the ability of speakers to
correctly identify dialects, emphasizing the importance of making a connection between
production studies and perception research. The authors collected stories from schoolchildren at
14 sites in Wales. Thirtgecond excerpts of these stories were played, at random, to other
children, as well as teachers, in other schools in the same regions as the samples had been
collected. Respondents were asked questions about the speakers, ivchetmthey thought
the speakers were from, given a set of locations. Results indicated that teachers were more
successful than students in correctly identifying where the speakers were from, though the
accuracy rates tended to be rather low. For instdnegdolescents in the study were able to
correctly identify speakers only 2% of times. Additionally, respondents varied widely on
their ability to correctly identify a speaker who was from his or her own region. For example,
while one speaker from @iiff was correctly identified each time by other Cardiff residents, a
speaker from the Valleys was only correctly identified by other residents of the Valleys 13.8% of
the time. These results suggest that respondents, particularly young ones (whalikdbsk

travel and residential experience), may not do very well with dialect recognition tasks.
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3.3.4. New Directions in Folk Linguistics

Additionally, there are some studies that have taken folk linguistics in some very
interesting directions. For exaiepNiedzielski (1999) looked at the effect of social information
on perception. In her study, Niedzielski provided respondents with a voice sample and several
synthesized vowels, asking respondents to select which synthesized vowel best matched the
original voice sample. The speech was taken from a native of Detroit, and all respondents were
also Detroiters. What changed between respondents was whether they were told that the speaker
was from Detroit, or whether Niedzielski had given them false sociahnaficon by telling them
that the speaker was from Canada.

This is an interesting study because, based on what we know about the Northern Cities
Shift and Canadian Raising (e.g. Labov, Ash, and Boberg 2006), Detroiters shares some vowel
characteristics wit Canadians. However, Detroiters (and Michiganders, in general) are known to
think they speak the standard variety of English (Niedzielski 2002). Previous language attitude
surveys in Michigan indicate that speakers have negative stereotypes about Gabad&h

mostly on certain features of Canadian Rising, even though those features are also present in

their dialect.
Her results indicate that #fHAélisteners O6hea
fits the social description of someone whoxpected to raiseitt hat i s, someone fr

(Niedzielski 1999: 69). Thus, the respondents are clearly relying more on the social information
than on the actual phonetic cues. An additional fact that supports this claim is that, when
respondents wertold the speaker was from Michigan, they were more likely to select the
hyperstandardized token as being representative of Michigan speech, pointing again to the

stereotype Michiganders are thought to hold about their own speech.
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Another study, still exaining overall perceptions of the United States, examined the
effect of early linguistic experience as it relates to residential history on dialect perception.
Clopper and Pisoni (2004) examined the percep
ther entire |ives in one state (namel vy, l ndi ana
lived in three or more places. In a foredbice test, respondents were asked to place a voice in
its appropriate region. Thoe preersfudrtnse d nbde tctaetre dt
Ahomebodi esodo, suggesting that early linguist.i
classify dialects.

But their results indicate that the overall categorization accuracy for both groups was
barely about chance. Seven though they suggest that history of residence in a given region
provides some additional knowledge that helps respondents accurately classify dialects, the
authors indicate a lack of trust in the methodology, citing similar results in WilliamstGand
Coupland (1999).

Yet, as Purnell, Idsardi, and Baugh (1999) show, it appears that at least some people are
able to classify certain dialects based on as little as one word. In attempting to show that many
African-Americans and Latinos face housisigcrimination in California, the authors found that
speakers of Africasimerican Vernacular English (AAVE) and Chicano English were more
likely to be discriminated against in traditionally white neighborhoods. Using a majcinssl
technique, where JoBaugh (a tridialectal speaker) left messages with potential landlords in
AAVE, Chicano English, and Standard English, they found that thestamdlard dialects were
less likely to be called back for an appointment by landlords in traditionally white areas.

To further prove their point, they had additional listeners try to guess the ethnicity of the

speaker, given one of the three guises that had been presented to landlords. Listeners were able to
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di stinguish Baughos gui s @sonsstenthylhfadt, khasephraepani c
experi ment, given only the word fAhell od from
named the ethnicity more than 70% of the ti me
dialect classification, showhat as little as one word can be used by listeners to identify a voice.
But when we consider these results in light of the results of Clopper and Pisoni (2004) and of

Williams, Garrett, and Coupland (1999), it appears unclear how well respondentsfoam per

this task.
335, Loui svill eds Perspective?

Specific to the Louisville situation, I re
southern Indiana respondents in Prestonds (19

boundary between the G and the Midwest tends to follow the path of the Ohio River. Though
the composite map iRigure8 reveals a slight southern shift of this line, $2om indicates that
southern Indiana respondents actually placed Kentucky in the Midwest as often as they placed it

in the South.
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Figure 817 Composite map of southern Indianahand-drawn maps, Preston (1989: 114)
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But what is evemnore interesting about individual southern Indiana respondent maps is
that, when classifying their state, they tend to divide it up in such a way that one part is
considered Midwestern and another part Northern, while southern Indiana, the place they
actudly live, often gets no regional designation (Preston 1997). This lack of label might suggest
that southern Indiana residents experience a similar border dilemma as the one expected among
Louisville residents. They do not feel confident in calling theinowv ar i ety fA Mi dwest e
they know they are not ASoutherno, thus posit
Preston also used the degaoddifference task, as well as the correctness and
pleasantness surveys. Southern Indiana respondexds<@ntucky as part of the generally
pleasant south, though they rated Kentucky low on the correctness scale. Also, in their map
drawing activity, they often included Kentucky with southern Indiana, though they rated
Kentucky as rather different from thanety spoken in Indiana in the degi@fedifference task.
Preston attributes this to linguistic insecur
adding that Athe desire of residents from the
from the traditional or even border South is s
(1993Db), that this difference is felt less strongly among people of wedgaglikely because
Louisville, the largest local metropolitan area for southern Indiesidents, seems quite similar,
thus making it difficult for respondents to view the river as a dividing line.
In this previous work, we can see how mental maps can aid in the understanding of how
regional identity is perceived. Looking at how southeridna respondents divide up the
linguistic map of the United States shows that this region of the country is interesting for this

type of investigation. If we look across the river at Louisville, do we find similar experiences of
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linguistic insecurity? Dave f i nd similar divisions? The exam

maps will indicate the level to which they experience the Ohio River as a border.

One piece of data, taken from Preston (1989), which might show more clearly that this
type of mental mappg technique will be beneficial in an examination of Louisville, is a single,
handdrawn map by a young, white, collegarolled female from Louisville. This map can be

found inFigure9.
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Figure 91 Individual hand -drawn map of a Louisvillian, Preston (1989: 128)

In this section of his book, Preston examines some future prospects for research in the
folk dialectology traditio. He uses the Louisville map to show how his template for perceptual
areas of the country (see Chapter 4) can create a consistent understanding of varieties, regardless
of the individual labels selected by participants, insuring comparable perceptuahmaps
different areas. He claims that her lab&estern DrawIMidwest Great Lakes ¢ Slagim e
Country | nf ICeuotty/Hikbily, New EhglandaddSoutherrcorrespond to

Northwest, Western, North, Midwest, Outer South, New England, and Sesplectively, in the
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template. Being able to categorize her labels makes the creation of a composite map easier and
allows for comparison of composite maps in different areas of the country.
But because the current project is focused on Louisville iticpéar, we can look more
precisely at how this one speaker divides up the country. Her line beGoeatrya nd o6 Sa me
slightCountry I nflection | Haved actually seems t
suggest that she experiences the bordéris area; however, she indicates that one of these
groups, particularly the one north of the Ohio River, which lines up to the Midwest category in
the template, speaks the same as she does, thus aligning herself with a Midwestern dialect group.
Also, the labels she uses for Kentucky varieties, @aintryandHillbilly , as opposed to
other labels used in the rest of the South, 8ketherrandDi st i nct i ve ,e&xBesf t 0 So |
negative connotations for those varieties. It seems this speaker ltésdstiese labels as a
means for distinguishing herself from the poor English she perceives among other Kentuckians.
Since the goal of showing this map was not to delve deeply into the folk perceptions of
Louisvillians, we do not have additional attitudidata to support this claim, but it appears that
this speaker draws the same distinction between Midwestern and Southern varieties as traditional
dialectologists but seemingly places Louisville within the Midwestern region. While we cannot
make generalizeons based on one map, this map suggests that the data collected in the
Louisville area will be beneficial to the study of language attitudes and the perception of regional
identity.
4 Discussion
Overall, folk dialectology can serve as a good corollaprtaluction studies and
language attitude surveys. Despite the fact that folk notionslaagedybeen ignored,

considered incidental, or have been presented as anecsg@Ri€ston 1989, 1993b), work in
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the field reveals that perceptions can be sydtieaily collected and analyzed (Niedzielski and
Preston 2000).

To summarize, this theoretical frameworkwali d i n our wunderstandi n
place in the regional and dialectal landscape of the United States from the perspective of
Louisvillians While Prestor{1989)has examined the population just across the Ohio River in
southern Indiana, Louisville has not been included in folk dialectology res&rcbhmbining
many aspects of the methodologies in folk linguistic research, | show how Liguisvdcated at
a very interesting border, where identity alignments are anything but straightforward.

In the next chaptell describe Louisville as an area of interest, discussing in particular
how Louisville is positioned at many types of borders. h@ra the geographical, political,
linguistic, historical, cultural, and perceptual facts that position Louisville as located between

Southern and neBouthern regional representations.
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CHAPTER 3: ABOUT LOUISVILLE

1 Overview

Since the main objective of this dissertation is to gain a better understanding of the ways
in whichregional identity is perceived and constructed linguistically at bordergjoal of this
chapter is to better situate Louisville as a border city. Irbbgiproviding some general
information about the city, including maps of the city itself and the city in its larger geographic
region. This is followed by detailed discussions of the ways in which Louisville can be
considered as 0 a Llprhaa20@7), bxaniinmg low gepgraphac,gglitical,
linguistic, historical, cultural, and perceptual facts position Louisville as Southern and yet non
Southern simultaneously.
2 General Information

Louisville was founded by George Rogers Clarkiay 1778 wh en he establ i sh
remotest outpost of American settlement durin
Corn Island, near preseday Louisville The city was named in honor of King Louis XVI of
FranceThe ci ty #fAi s | o cthetOdidRiverraboutsiehunddred nilesb ank of
downstream from the confluence of the Mononga
(Kleber 2001: 334). Louisville is bounded by the Ohio River to the North and West.

It is home to the worldamous Churchill Downand the annual running of the Kentucky
Derby, the Louisville Slugger baseball bat, and Muhammad Ali. As the metropolitan area often
includes parts of Southern Indiana (i.e. Jeffersonville, New Albany, Clarksville), the entire area
is often referred to a$entuckiand (Louisville Metro Government 2009). The mapFigure10
shows Louisvilleds position i Rguellishowsamoreo undi n

detailed map of the city itself.

® Kentuckianas a portmanteau, or blending, of the two state names, Kentucky and Indiana.
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" Lancaster
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Figure 111 A more detailed map of Louisville
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With a population of over 700,000Qouisville is the largest city in Kentucky, a fact which
has been true since 1830, when Louisville surpassed Lexington as the dominant urban center in
the state (Share 1982)his number includes both the inf@ty and the suburban populations,
since the_ouisville and Jefferson County governments merged in 2003 to become Louisville
Metro, one of the 20 largest cities in the country (koeille Metro Government 2009)
Descir pti ons of Louisvilleds | ocation in the
is often positioned just south of a Nolouth regional border in the United StafEse city has
been called AAmericads southesomohtermorcti hgon
(Emporis.com 2009)Another description takes geography as the starting point, but turns to other
explanations in pointing out the complex nature of regionality in the area:
In a larger geographic sense, Louisville lies at the westertslohthe Outer Bluegrass
physiographically, and, as a town, between the Midwest and the South culturally. This
latter situation was reinforced by a large electric sign that was located for many years at
the southern end of the Clark Memorial Bridge onltbeisville Gas and Electric Power
Pl ant proudly proclaiming Louisville as th
These kinds of depictions, as well as oteographical, political, linguistic, historical,
cultural, and perceptuédcts pointtobui svi |l |l eds position as a bor
sections further discuss this border nature.
3 At a Geographic and Political Border
Historically, geographical borders served as barriers to contact between people.
Mountains and rivers provided natupaibtection from outside influences, good or bad. In a more

connected, more mobile, globalized world, perhaps this role for geographical borders is outdated.
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But the history of geographic borders points to some of the reasons why certain borders have had
great significance in particular areas.
In Louisville, the Ohio River served as the reason for its foundirggileber 2001). The
Falls of the Ohio, the only natural barrier to navigating the Ohio River, is situated in the river
where presentlay Louisvile is locatedHe r e, A [ t ] he r-twofeetinadistangep ed t w
of two miles, making passage dangerous at hig
(Share 1982: 3River traffic was brought to a halt in this area, though locals werdg@hkdp in
navigation by unloading and moving boats downriver. Eventuadiyals andhe McAlpine
Locks and Dam were built to facilitate navigation, but by that time, Louisville had already
established itself as an important river town and major shigorng
Some of the most natural political borders are also geographic ones. In this case, the Ohio
River serves as the political boundary between Kentucky and Indiana as well, though as maps
indicate, the river is actually within Kentuc
Beyond state boundaries, one might consider the regional divisions set out by the United
States Census to be another type of political boundary. In dividing the country into four
divisions, the Ohio River again serves as the dividing line betweensvhatial | ed fASout ho

AMIi dwest O Figue$2 seen in

" This fact has caused some controversy in state political issues. For instance, since Kentucky does not permit casino
ganbling, but Indiana does, Indiana casino boats that had cruised the Ohio River were forced to permanently dock
because of Kentuckyé6és control over the river.
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importance today. For instance, many residents of Southern Indiana find work in Louisville, and

This geograpic and political border, however, can, in some ways, be seen as having little

PACIFIC

Census Regions and Divisions of the United States

MIDWEST

NORTHEAST

& REGION

== DIVISION
— STATE

Propased by the Gacgraghy Civiscn

Figure 121 United States Census Regions and Divisions

vice versa. In 1990, more than 32,000 workers came from Indiana for jobs inille\iéater

2001).

4

northern border of the southern dialect region (i.e. Carver 1987, Labov 1991, Labov, Ash, and

At a Linguistic Border

As noted earlier, there is a long tradition of using some part of the Ohio River as the

Boberg 2006). An interestingpmparison of the earliest and latest of those listed here can be

seen inFigurel3. Here, we find rather close agreement on the location afdtteern boundary

of

t he

sout h,
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t
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Midland/South boundary along the Ohio River also coincides for a good part of its length with

t he

Lower

North/ Upper
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Figure 131 Carver (1987) and the Atlas of North American English, Labov, Ash, and Boberg (2006: 150)

What is most interesting about the similarities in these isogloss maps is that they were
each based on different types of linguistic data. Carver (1987) used lexical inventories to draw
his boundaries, using much of the data collected by Kurath and otleamdier projects
associated witfifhe Linguistic Atlas of North America and Canatabov, Ash, and Boberg
(2006) base their boundaries on sound changes occurring in different parts of the country.
5 At a Historic Border
5.1 Settlement and Connections

The history of Louisvilleds border nature b
War, when explorers were trying to find the best ways to move westward. It has been noted that
A[t] he first and pri nci pahbsewho foghitle Revoldtionarhh e Ke n
battlesrent er ed Kentucky by the Cumb emhithastochtedcap r oL
in the southeastnportion of the state, where Kentucky, Tennessee, and Virginia Trreet.

Ohio River served this function also, but teeader degree, aanty on, travel downriver was

80










































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































