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Abstract

[SJocial identity is not usually explicitly encoded by language but
rather is a social meaning that one usually infers on the basis of
one’s sense of [...] linguistic constructions.

(Ochs, 1993: 289)

Contemporary theories posit that gender is performative (e.g.. Butler, 1990): that it is

something one does rather than something one has. Early variationist sociolinguists (e

Labov, 1963) saw sex as a social variable, while later researchers (e.g., Livia & Hall,

1997) focused instead on gender, including expressions of sexuality. The study of

trans:

xuality and language variation s a recent addition to the field (c.g.. Kulick, 1999).

This study examines three soci istic variables (/s/. intensifiers. and prosodic
variation) across a six-cell gender division (straight men and women, queer men and
women, and transsexual men and women) in Ottawa, Canada, to investigate the linguistic

resources that are used in the construction and presentation of gender. These variables

show different patterns of usage across the gender groups

suggesting a relationship
between the markedness of a variable (how aware speakers are that it indexes gender) and

ual spe

the strategies speakers adopt in using it. Transs avoid using extremely

cues to distance themselves

gender-marked forms, while straight men use lingui
socially from queer men. These patterns are supported by Bucholtz & Hall’s (2005)

of sociocultural lingui: which argues for an interactional model of’

identity and performans
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Gender and language
Giender is one of the first things we notice about a person (e.g.. Mandernach, 2009): is
that a man, or a woman? Traditional notions of gender have tended to be binary.

mirroring the biological distinction of male and female, but more contemporary ideas

a arange of y and femininity. So while we still assess the male-

ness or female-ness of strangers we see, we allow that some men have long hair, and
some women have short hair. The traits that we attend to change over time. and become
imbued with new social meaning.

But there

iis more than one way to gauge gender. Over the phone, for example,

we pay attention to phonetic and verbal cues, associating a low voice with masculinity.

and a high one with femininity. But there must be more to it than that, because we are

often able to tell a lot about a person by their voice, and by what they say and how they

say it. Some of these d

rences are a direct result of the physiological differences
between speakers, but many are not: rather, they are stylistic choices that people make

when expre:

ing themselves, encoding a variety of social stances and attitudes in

culturall

alient ways. The study of such gender-indexing markers has been of interest

1o sociologists (e.g.. Chafetz, 1999), anthropologists (e.g., Geller & Stockett. 2006).

gender theorists (e.g.. England, 1993), cultural theorists (¢.g.. Wood. 1999). queer

theorists (c.g.. Jagose, 1996) and sociolinguists (c.g., Holmes & Meyerhoff, 2003) — to
name but a few fields — for a long time

Tannen (1991) describes gender differen

in language as genderlects. akin to




She uses this term to describe

sociolects'.

other —/ects in linguistics: dialects, ideolects

what she views as two different macro-systems of language use: one masculine, and one

feminine. The idea that men and women are two very different animals has taken root

socially, spawning an entire sub-fild of self-help guides. Books such as Tannen’s own
You Just Don't Understand (1991), John Gray's Men Are From Mars, Women Are From

He Says, She Says (1992). explore differences in how

Venus (1992), and Lillian Gla

men and women ¢ e, generally luding that the two *languages™ are similar
enough to be mutually intelligible. but only with training and patience.
Many of these genderlectal differences cluster around stereotypical social notions

of masculinity and femininity (e.g., Goldberg, 1994), creating a complex network of

sociations between behaviours (for example. the use of a particular word or phrase).

expectations (...that women are more likely to use flowery and descriptive languag
and attitudes (...that women are hung up on feelings and emotions). To a large extent,
these are self-reinforcing constructions. and serve to provide anecdotal evidence of the
universal “truth” of these stereotypes — an effect Eckert & McConnell-Ginet call the hall
of mirrors (2003).

Quantitative studies of language and gender (e.g.. Cameron, 2007), on the other

licated than

hand, tend to find ine-feminine distinctions to be a bit more
these essentializing stercotypes. Differences are generally not as clear-cut or definitive as

specch are often more alike

we would like to believe, and men’s speech and women'’:
than they are different. It turns out that it is difficult to tease apart gender effects from

those of other social indices, such as region, class, education, age, and context. What

! Dialect: the language particular to a region; idiolect: the language particular to an
the language particular to a social group.

individual; sociolec

3



signals “female™ in one place may very well signal “educated” somewhere ¢lse (¢.g.. Van

Herk, Childs & Thorburn, 2007), and what projects professionalism in one context may

signify a diva persona in another (e.g.. Podesva, 2008). Identity. then, seems to be a

multi-faceted construction that incorporates gender, sexuality, place, aspiration. and

context.

The ¢ ity of this ion makes it si and

daunting for a researcher. There is so much identity performance being done all of the

time that the possibilities are practically endless. But how do you approach the problem
logically and scientifically? How do you assemble the components of your study such
that you can draw meaningful inferences from your findings? One approach — the one

that I have adopted here — is to focus on one aspect of identity, and to minimize the

vari

tion in the others. I examine gender, and to explore the nuances and the salience of

gender-indexing variables, I draw on the linguistic practices of people from a variety of

gender identities. In particular, I focus on six gender categor ight men, straight

women, queer men, queer women, and transsexual men and transsexual women. This

-way division of gendered space. while far from exhaustive, is more complex than the
binary division found in most linguistic research, and permits me to investigate the social
construction of gender quite closely.

1 look at three gender-indexing variables in Ottawa, Canada, to examine the

relationship between markedness (how conscious speakers are of the meanings associated

with particular linguistic forms) and the degree to which said forms are used in the

) and affiliation

presentation of identity. Both gender (
(in/active in queer and trans communities) are enacted daily through linguistic choice.

Using interviews drawn from a corpus of native English speakers, | examine rates and



patterns of usage across these six dis

inct gender/identity groups. To foreground the
effects of gender and community participation and to minimize confounds from other
aspects of identity, all of the participants consulted for this project have comparable

backgrounds with respect to age, education, and region.

The theoretical frameworks around gender and identity practice are discussed in
the following seetions, as well as the benefits of using this particular sample population.

I will also introduce the variables under investigation, which are explored in greater depth

in subsequent chapters.

.11 A note about terminology
Throughout this paper, a number of potentially problematic terms relating to sexuality
and gender will be used. In particular, I use the terms gueer and trans with respect to
some of the participants. It should be noted that these are accepted terms within the
respective communities in Ottawa, and are used with both respect and reference to
specific orientations and identities.

Queer is the preferred umbrella term for the loose association of non-

heteronormative identities in Ottawa. It replaces the cumbersome and almost

immediately out-of-date acronym LGBTTQQIA2...", which is continually being amended
to include emergent and newly articulated identities. Although some members of the

sociations, most people have

community are uncomfortable with the term’s pejorative
come to accept it as the least-bad option available, and the overwhelming majority of

s the term with pride and self-affirmation (e.g.. Brontsema, 2004).

young speakers

ual,

* Lesbian, gay, bis queer, questi intersex, asexual,

Lwo-spirit, ete.




In a similar vein, the word frans is used in some conte

s as an umbrella term for

anyone who re

s the social construction of a binary gender system (i.c.. transsexual.

transgender, two-s X, neutroi, etc.). In this

paper. however, [ am restricting its

use to refer to trans:

cuals: 1o people whose internal sense of gender identity is at odds

with the phys

ical manifestation of their chromosomes, and who are taking or have taken

medical steps o bring the two into alignment. In this

study, the frans men (female-to-

male transsexuals, who were born and raised as women but identify and live as men) and

trans women (male-to-female transsexuals) have all been in transition for at least one

year at the time of the recording. It is worth noting that “in transition™ diff

from

person o person, depending on their personal situation. Some people immediately

pursue hormone the

apics and seck surgical intervention of one degree or another within

the fi

year of transition, while others restrict themselves to purely physical
interventions (such as breast binding for trans men) in the beginning. There are medical

as well as financial reasons behind these differences, so it is not practical to use a

universal metric to

sess transition. Nevertheless, using a one-year transitional

minimum ensures that the category is restricted to people who are committed to

and not simply questioning their identity or exploring different ways of
presenting gender fluidity (e.g.. WPATH, 2011).

The term cissexual, which is also used throughout this paper, refers to a person
who is not transsexual: that is, someone whose body and internal sense of gender identity

are congruent. This includes both queer and non-queer participants.

1.2 The construction of gender

“The idea that gender can be thought of as performative is perhaps best articulated by




[Glender is no way a stable identity or locus of agency

cholar Judith Butler

feminisf
from which various acts proceed: rather, it is an identity tenuously constituted in time

an identity, instituted through a stylized repetition of acts™ (1988, p.519). She argues that

the social meanings of *being a woman and *being a man” are not pre-existing

universals, but instead arise out of the countless daily acts of men and women. This

~ being a woman in sub-Saha

perspective not only accounts for cultural difference:
Africa, for instance, is markedly different than being a woman in New York — but also for

the gradual changes that occur over time. A man doing laundry, or a woman fixing her

car, would have been decidedly odd not so long ago; today. although perhaps still le

common than the reverse, these do not carry the same jarring social connotations. If it is

rare to see a woman working as a mechanic, it is mainly because women in North

America are not encouraged to go into skilled trades: it is not because there is something
wrong with her femininity. Likewise, a man doing laundry is being practical, not
unmanly

ic choice

We can see a similar shift in the social meanings of gendered lingui

across time. It is more socially acceptable for women to swear now. for instance. or for

men to express their feelings. Nevertheless, the stereotypes persist: men are loud. blunt.
and crude: women are quiet, soft-spoken, and polite. While it may be socially acceptable
for today’s man to use words such as fabulous or divine. it is not because our cultural
expectations of manliness have evolved — rather, it is because there is a new category of

s. two men who may

male identity which is no longer taboo: that of the gay man. Thus
share virtually identical physiological properties — such as vocal tract anatomy. which is
implicated in fundamental speaking frequency — can construct diametrically opposed

identitic:

almost exclusively through linguistic choice.



Socially, the speech of gay-sounding men” is more marked than that of lesbian-
sounding women (c.g., Jacobs, Smyth & Rogers, 2000; Moonwomon-Baird, 1997).
Indeed. most English-speaking Canadians, if prompted, could no doubt conjure a

stereotype of gay male speech with much greater e

se than one of lesbian speech, and

there would probably be a high degree of similarity between what different people come

up with. There s no equi general on lesbian-sounding women, which
Moonwomon-Baird (2007) argues is because *sounding lesbian” is more contingent on
participation in discourse than it is on particular linguistic features (p. 203). Within the
field of sociolinguistics. more work has been done examining gay-sounding speech than

lesbian-sounding speech (see, e.g.. Jacobs, Smyth & Rogers, 2000; Levon, 2006:

myth
& Rogers. 2008: Podesva, 2008). at least in part because of this stereotype.

So, if gender is something that can be constructed and performed through
language use, we might ask: What linguistic choices do transsexual speakers make? Are
all domains of linguistic variation — from small phonetic differences up to highly
perceptible prosodic changes — equally available for doing identity work? Or are some —

perhaps mediated by community-level discourse on language and gender — more

accessible? The transsexual speakers consulted for this project report that language is

they

y as they transition. working to bring their own

linguistic performance more in line with that of their identified gender. They are able to
enumerate several differences between the speech of men and women (see chapter three
for a discussion of these observations), and can generally articulate a number of changes

that they have made or are trying to make in their own speech. But how comprehensive

¥ As opposed to men who are gay, but who have not adopted any of the speech traits
common to many men who are active in the queer community: this is an important
distinction in the context of treating identity creation as an act of performance.

7



heir introspection? Are their linguistic changes limited to what they are able to

tic features that fall below the threshold of

articulate, or do they show variation in lingui

what they can describe? In other words, how marked does a form have to be for it to

carn

/ sociolinguistic meaning?

stigating queer and trans language
For a researcher interested in the intersection of language and gender identity. looking at

language variation in queer and trans communities seems like an obvious path. The

choices made by speakers outside the heteronormative, cissexual mail not only

single out which of the thousands of potential linguistic cues are socially relevant to
gender, but also provide insight into how queer and trans speakers position themselves
relative to this mainstream. Why. then, have more people not taken their rescarch in this

direction?

For a quantitative rescarcher, the paucity of available data is a big stumbling

block. Large-scale corpora of spoken, lar language are ti ing to create,

and rely in large part on the goodwill of the population the rescarcher wants to study. For

socially marginalized groups — such as queer and trans people — this is especially true. In

such

atime when political interests are often tightly bound to research projects

communities are wary of outsiders who want to come in and take notes. There are ever-

present fears of being grossly misrep 0 the larger po of having wort
and opinions taken out of context, of being further marginalized or fetishized as freaks

and weirdos (e.g., Nam

e, 2000; Brown & Rounsley, 1996).
Fortunately. these same barricrs present considerably less of a challenge if the

rescarcher is already a member of the community in question. This approach, known as



insider research, has a number of advantages over more traditional methods (Brannick &

Coghlan, 2007), not the le

st of which is the fact that the researcher is trusted by her or
his participants. As a longtime member of the queer community in Ottawa, including
having close ties to the trans community. I have been able to collect a number of high-
quality sociolinguistic interviews with queer and trans speakers. The bulk of these
interviews are with close personal friends. meaning that conversations are fluent and
casual, allowing me to capture people at their most unguarded. Since this is when
speakers are most likely to be using their vernacular — the gold standard for variationist

research (e.

Tagli 2006) — this approach has been ideal in

constructing a body of interviews for linguistic research. Currently, there arc 48
interviews in the Ottawa Trans Corpus (OTC). including 22 with members of the trans
community, and 15 with members of the queer community.

Because the social changes that have allowed these communities to thrive have

been fairly recent, these ities are i der-studied. Qi

ssessments of the stercotypes of queer speech, for example. are still in their infaney from
a research point of view, and the linguistics of trans speech has only recently become an
abject of study. As Kulick (1999) puts it, “One of the most urgent tasks facing scholars

interested in transgender and language

.Jis 0 start collecting and analyzing data about
how transgendered persons actually talk — how they use language in a wide variety of
social situations o engender themselves and others™ (p.615). Kulick (1998) has
conducted work on transgendered Brazilian sex workers, and Hall and O’ Donovan (1996)

have worked with hijras in India; but systemic, variationist studies of trans identitics are

still new (see, e.g.. Brown, 2009, for work in Toronto: and Zimman, 2012, for work in

San Francisco).



What the OTC offers is a set of age- and socially- matched queer, straight and

transsexual speakers, living in the same community and — to a large extent — socializing
together. This provides an ideal sample population with which to test hypotheses about

language use as a marker of social identity.

1.4 Aroadmap for this paper

As mentioned above, this project examines three gender-indexing features across a siy

celled gender split in Ottawa. The three features that I will examine are the phonetic

tion in the use of intensi tion.

realization of [s], vari

Before presenting the studies of each individual variable, however, I will first

present some background information, beginning with the big-pictur \
underpinning the rescarch, in chapter two. T will introduce the two broad frameworks

that inform this study: the variationist program. a quantitative paradigm in

and and L q o

studying social structures. In this chapter, I will also discuss the queer and trans

er detail, including how participants understand the social

communities in gr

of these i Finally, the collection and structure of the interviews

will be explained, and the OTC will be introduced.

Chapter three presents an overview of metalinguistic observations from the

participants. The final module of cach sociolinguistic interview includes open-ended
questions about language and gender, which elicited a considerable array of opinion and

ly useful in determining which variables

insight: these participant reports were particulz

on gender stereotypes in language.

to examine, and offer some useful perspectiv

T'he next three chapters examine each of the variables in turn. Chapter four deals

10



with the phonetic variable, [s]: chapter five, with the lexical variable, intens
chapter six, the suprasegmental variable, prosody. Each of these begins with an

introduction to the variable, followed by an overview of previous research. I then

describe the methodology particular to that variable, describe the findings, and discuss

the significance of these findings

a whole.

a discussion and conclusion of the project

Next. chapter seven

Here, I compare the results from the three separate studies, and draw some tentative

conclusions about the markedness of variables and the social identity work that speakers

are able to do. I revisit the questions asked in this introduction, questions of identity

practice and linguistic choice, and offer some directions for future work. Finally, there
areference list. and three appendices providing additional information about

methodology and participants.



Chapter 2

Methodology

2.1 Introduction

This study uses both q ive and q 1o investigate the
relationship between language and gender. The qualitative work, taken from speaker
commentary on language during the sociolinguistic interview, has two aims: (1) to serve

as a diagnostic for identifying the relevant social categories within the broader queer

community, and (2) to establish a benchmark of expected or reported gender patterns in

language. The quantitative work examines the use of three sociolinguistic variables —

realization, intensifiers, and prosody — across six gender cells. While each of these

variables has its own artic . there are n s some aspects
which are common across the three. These. along with methodological background for

the qualitative research, are discussed in the following sections.

22 Framework

T'he quantitative aspects of this study are carried out within the variationist framework in

sociolinguistics (c.g.. Labov, 1972; Tagliamonte, 2006), which relies on a statistical

analysis of linguistic variation to determine the underlying structure of speakes

grammar (see section 2.2.1 for a more detailed discussion of this program). The

qualititative aspects will rely on ethnography (c.g.. Gumperz & Hymes. 1964) and

ethnomethodology (e.g.. Heritage, 1987), as well as the Community of Practice model of

group organization (c.g.. Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 1992a, b). Both of these methods

crucially depend on participants actively defining their own communities, rather than



having an assumed model imposed by the researcher (discussed in greater detail in

section 2.2.2).

2.2.1 Variationist sociolinguistics

Developed initially by Labov and Weinrich in the 1960s (e.g.. Labov., 1963, 1966/1982;

Weinreich, Labov & Herzog, 1968), the variationist paradigm in draws

on from

It y and statistics to investigate structured
variation in language use (Poplack, 1993). It is underpinned by the assumption that
language is inherently variable, but that this variability is not random. Rather, it is
constrained by rules which can be uncovered through an examination of the various
factor groups that may impact variant choice (Tagliamonte, 2006). Statistical analysis of
the interaction of these factor groups yields three principal lines of evidence: which factor

groups are statistically significant, the magnitude of this significance. and the constraint

hicrarchy operating on the grammar. This analysis is carried out using Goldvarb LION

(Sankoff, Tagliamonte & Smith, 2012), a dedicated socioinguistic statistical program

used for both distributional and multivariate analys:
I'here are two cornerstones to conducting research within the variationist

framework: the principle of accountability, and accessing the vernacular (Labov., 1972)
The principle of accountability requires that the research account not only for the cases
where a particular variant occurrs, but also all of the instances when it could occurr, but
does not. This requires that variable context be adequately circumscribed so that the non-
application environments can be correctly identified and coded. The vernacular is
speech at its most unguarded and un-self-monitored. and is thought to most closely reflect

the speaker’s ious grammar. Sociolinguistic interviews are a good tool to try to




access speakers’ vernacular, through inviting them to talk about whatever interests them
most. While this can be confounded by the presence of an interviewer — participants may
feel somewhat self-conscious or may try to perform “as expected” - this effect can be
mitigated by a familiar interviewer (Labov, 1966/1982: Cukor-Avila & Bailey. 1995).
By recruiting participants principally through a friend-of-a-friend approach. much of the

tof unfamili is eliminated from the interview situation, since someone

known to the participant has essentially vouched for the interviewer’s character and
intentions.

Lach of the three variables examined in this study has its own specific

methodologies: how each variable is operationalized within the relevant context(s), what

the variants are, and how they are analyzed. These are discussed in greater detail in each

of the relevant chapters (chapter three for [s], chapter four for intensifiers, and chapter

five for prosody).

222 Ethnomethodology and community of practice

Ethnomethodology is a framework that arose out of sociology in the 1960, in response to

what Garfinkel (1967/1984) saw as a critical weakness in the dominant framework of the

time: a presupposition on the part of the researchers that the social motivations of an
observed participant could be defined a priori. His alternative model, influenced by
Gumperz and Hymes (1964) work on the ethnography of communication, required the
analyst to suspend “any and all commitments to privileged versions of social structure
including the versions held by both the analyst and the participants — in favour of

studying #ow the participants create, assemble, produce and reproduce the social

structures to which they orient” (Heritage, 1987: 231).

14



T'his methodology has been incorporated into the work of several sociolinguistic

rescarchers. perhaps most notably in Eckert’s (1989) study of the social motivations for
linguistic change in a Michigan high school. Eckert studied the social makeup of the
student body for an extended period of time before identifying two dominant social
groups: the jocks — those who “enthusiastically participate in, and receive the
sponsorship of. the school” (1989: 2) — and the burnouts. those who “reject the hegemony
of the school and in turn feel largely rejected by the school” (p. 2), in essence allowing
her participants to define how she grouped the school population in the subsequent
linguistic analysis of change and variation.

I'he Community of Practice (CofP) framwork was originally imported and
adapted from business education (Lave & Wenger, 1991) by Eckert and McConnell-
Ginet (1992a, b) who further developed these ideas within the sociolinguistic context. In
the CofP model. communities are constructed by the people who populate them — that is.
by their members. McConnell-Ginet (2003) defines CofP as “a group of people brought

together by some mutual endeavor, some common enterprise in which they are engaged

and to which they bring a shared repertoire of resources, including linguistic resources,
and for which they are mutually accountable” (p. 71). Eckert (2000: p. 3) expands on this

as constituting, rather than

notion:

A theory of variation as social practice sees speaker:
representing, broad social categories, and it sees speakers as constructing, as well as
responding to. the social meaning of variation.™

The CofP model is particularly attractive when investigating the relationship
between language and gender. One of the main criticisms leveled at many of the carly
studies of language and gender is that they are built on the assumption of the uniformity

of this relationship (e.g.. Bucholtz, 1999). They treat gender as a pre-existing, universal



category. a binary template that can be imposed with equal justification on any

community in any situation. Within the queer community in Ottawa, gender

cen a

much more fluid axis of identity, and there are more than two simple categories that a

her must take into

By using the CofP framework to look specifically at language and gender, 1 am
able to take a step back from essentializing assumptions about how people construct their

gendered identities. As Holmes & Stubbe (2003) point out, the CofP model focuses on

what members do and how engaged they are in the community, but also “takes account of

the attitudes, beliefs, values, and social relations which underlie their practice™ (p. 581).
This is particularly relevant when looking at constructions of gender in the queer

community, as many of these speakers subvert the stereotyped gender norms as a matter
of principle. On the scale of the community. these attitudes may emerge as group-wide

generalizations of gender that are relevant to the community members, but may not apply

to the hetero- and ci:

xual population at large.
Methodologically, this study will follow the observed social divisions in the

transsexual community in Ottawa, and use these as a guide in developing the broader

social categories used as an investigative tool. These are discussed in greater detail in the

following section.

2.3 Community
Ottawa is the capital of Canada, and acts as a service hub for many of the surrounding
smaller communities. It is a large urban centre by Canadian standards, with a population

ol around 900 000 (City of Ottawa, 2006). It houses the scat of the federal government

and the associated civil service positions, as well as three universities and two community
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colleges. Directly across the Ottawa River is the Québec city of Gatineau, with a

population of around 242 000 (Ville de Gatineau, 2011). The two cities

share a number

services under the umbrella of the National Capital Commission: consequently. the two

municipalitics are treated by many people as one. A survey conducted in 2001 by PT

urce centre for sexual orientation and gender diversity, found that the majority
of the queer population felt that Ottawa-Gatineau was accepting and supportive of their

identities (PTS, 2001).

Itis not known what of the I identifies as but
Ottawa has a fairly i ity of trans-identified people.
identities that range from part-time cross-d; S 10 post-of i Is. The

community as a whole comes together for a handful of events cach year, including the
wecklong Capital Pride celebration and various other political and social activities, but is
more generally speaking divided into different groups, with varying degrees of animosity
between the various groups. The most prominent division is along identity lines, with
transsexuals setting themselves apart from other identities. As Alicia Reynolds' (a male-

to-female cross dres

r, age 57) puts it:
“People within the trans community don’t like each other. Transsexuals don’t like

cross-dresse

and cross-dressers just don’t care — that seems to be my

impression, not totally but— Gay people don’t like trans people because we
make them look bad, and it amazes me that any minority who has been trodden on

could turn around and discriminate against someone else.

I'he exact relationship between the queer community and the trans

community is difficult

to define. In some contexts, queer is used as an umbrella term for anyone who does not

! Note that all participants are referred to by ps 5. 10 preserve
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identify as heteronormative — that is

straight, cissexual, cisgender. ete. — and therefore

includes tran:

xuals and transgender people. In other contexts. the two communities are
discrete, each pursuing its own agenda independent of the other. Many transsexuals

identify carly as lesbian or gay

~ for example, FtMs identifying initially as lesbians

before identifying as trans men — and establish and maintain close relationships with

queer people and or ons. Other identify as and do not

associate with the queer community at all. In the subset of interviews selected from the

OTC for inclusion in this study (s

cction 2.4.1 for a more complete description), the
transsexual speakers are all active o some degree in the queer community. This high
degree of contact with queer speakers may influence the linguistic choices they are
making as they transition: if; for example, trans men spend most of their social time with
queer men as opposed to straight men, they may be more inclined to adapt queer male
speech norms rather than the more mainstream ones.

Another prominent social division within the community is that of age. or

possibly of ideology — it depends on who you ask. Older speakers, such

s Sandra Patton

(a trans woman, age 76), tend to fall into the age difference camp:

“Although it’s dying out, there’s still the submissive- subservient side to
language. Did you ever watch the little television series, “Jeeves and Wooster™?

Well there, Jeeves

- listen to his expressions. It's the subservient words that he
uses. [t's always deferential. And it’s the same. I think, with women who are my
age. or even those in their forties, I would say. But get the youngsters today. the

thirty-cights and below, it’s not the same. Most of them have a social life which

involves work, commerce, industry, in addition to a social life which involves the

night life. So they have both, where most of the older women never had that.
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Most of them, growing up in my age. grew up at the time when women didn’t go

to work. Women were women, men were men, and women were glad of it.”

Some younger speakers, such as Fiona Henrikson (trans woman, age 22), are more
inclined to attribute the difference to ideology rather than age

=1 feel like there’s a- there’s like the older generation, but theyre not like- it’s not

a generati-- it’s not a generational thing. It’s an ideology thing. It's nor a

generational thing. Because I'm not dealing, like- I'm not putting up with that

shit. Like, people saying it’s a generational thing? Like. oh, it’s just like,

“You’s

< just a younger generation. You have different idea

And just like, “No
no no no.” *Cause there’s people who are of that generation, the older generation,

who have the same ide:

. 1 just think they’ve thought it through better.™
Whatever the root cause for this difference. it nevertheless divides the community in two

eroups. an older group with an ideologically conservative view of gender, and a younger

one with a more contemporary ideology. Whether it is an age divide that mirrors

However, since

ideology. or an ideology divide that mirrors age is difficult to tease apart.

thi inction is

udy linguistically analyzes only one age (or ideological) group, ths dis

somewhat immaterial in this context.

A similar age or ideology distinction can also be argued to exist in the queer

community. As Vincent Donovan (cissexual queer male. age 31) says:

“I see a distinction between two different kind of queer communities. So I see

there’s kind of - we’ll call them the traditional queer community. And

“traditional” being very loosely used. right- Or maybe the “transitional” queer

community is a better word. And there’s the

sort of more contemporary, or more-

I don’t know what to call it, progressive queer community.
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. Vincent argues, is that the

T'he differenc or iti queer -

which consists generally of older people — mirrors traditional heterosexuality. A typical

transitional lesbian couple is what he calls “the lipstick lesbian and the butchy dyke™. and
atypical gay couple is the “flaming fag™ and the “straight-acting guy™. The “butchy

" takes on

dyke™ takes on characteristics of masculinity, and the “flaming fag”

characteristics of femininity. Vincent goes on:

“Where I think is interesting is in the more progressive, the more now queer

community, which is where I identify myself, because I'm not macho. I'm not a

straight-acting guy. I'm probably more straight than gay, and yet I'm still more

gay-acting, right? Which is kind of fun. But I certainly don’t do it on purpose,
I"'m certainly not flexing my flamingness or queerness intentionally. I just say

and do what I want to say, and it comes out pretty flaming a lot of the time.”

In other words, in the progressive queer ity. the more

as more free to

heteronormative gender ideologies are blurred, and people see themselves

be who they are, regardless of social labels.

40, and a queer

So we have the trans community with a dividing line around ag
community that likewise has an age (or ideology) divide. arguably around the same age.

If we take this as a cutoff across all gender categories, then, we are able to define one age

group for this study: under 40, and claiming to have a more progressive ideology. The

age cutof of 40 is motivated by the observations of the OTC participants. and reinforced

by an examination of cach participant’s linguistic commentary. None of the speakers in

this s simplistic and black-and-white a construction of

younger age group espouse as
gender as do the older participants. While this is admittedly an inexact metric. it

nevertheless allows for comparisons to be drawn between speakers who have broadly
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comparable internal concepts of maseulinity and femininity.

s a cell-by-cell breakdown of the sample population used in this

Table 2.1 provid

study. A more detailed summary of the participants is provided in section 2

Table 2.1:_Participant breakdown by cell

Queer  Queer  Straight  Straight

male  female  male female  FtM M(F  Toral
5 s

31

5 5 6 5

Oceupation and education are often included in sociolinguistic analyses, as they

are seen as ways of encoding the socioeconomic status of a speaker (.g., Labov, 1972).

However. based on previous experience working with queer and trans informants in
Ottawa (Hazenberg, 2011), the traditional gradations for occupation and education are
not fine-grained enough to capture the economic and social realities of the participants.
Most of the participants in the OTC. and indeed all of the participants in this study, have

form of higher education, and many of them have two or

pursucd or are pursuing some
more jobs that end up straddling different categories in the National Occupational

€ ic (Human and Skills T P Canada, 2006). In this regard.

they reflect the overall demographics of Ottawa, which is a fairly wealthy and educated
city. While it would be worthwhile to devise a more nuanced and contemporary
classification system to accurately reflect the socioeconomic status of participants in a
study such as this, it is simply not possible at this point. There are not enough speakers in
the OTC to make this a productive exercise, and indeed. it is not necessary for the

purposes of this project, since the informants are socially and cconomically comparable.

24 Interviews

By and large, the interviews themselves were collected using a friend-of-a-friend, social



networking approach (e.g., Milroy, 1980), supplemented as necessary through online peer

groups run by and for the groups in questions (i.e., tra

exual, lesbian, gay, etc.). Such

he nature of the community in Ottawa that, even though a given participant might have
been recruited through an online organization and been unknown to me at the time of the

interview, it generally turned out that we in fact knew several people in common in the

broader social networ

“The majority of the interviews were collected in the participant’s or the

searcher’s home. at whatever time was most convenient for the participant. In two

instances, the interviews were conducted in an office on the Univers

ty of Ottawa
campus, the participants’ first choice of venue. While there was no remuneration offered,
participants were offered a digital copy of their own interview if they wanted one: also.

the her drove several partici| to/from work/h | before

orafter the interview.

Most of the interviews lasted on average between one and one-and-a-half hour:
and were conducted one-on-one. Exceptionally, two trans women were interviewed
together, with a joint interview time of 2:16. Additionally. interviews with four of the

straight men were collected by other researchers in the course of other projects, so little is

known about the exact circumstances of the recordings. However, they were interviewed

by friends, so the level of formality is comparable between these four and those collected

part of the OTC, and the d hics are likewise So although those

ked o provide any metalinguistic insight

speakers are not as they can be used for the

quantitative aspect of the project. The interviews themselves are shorter than the

standard OTC interview, so in order to reach high enough numbers for certain of the

quantitative an: six. not

the total number of participants for this gender group i

)
3



five.

2.4.1  The Ottawa Trans Corpus (OTC)

of 48 sociolinguistic interviews

Currently, the Ottawa Trans Corpus (OTC) consi:

collected in Ottawa, Ontario. Of these, 22 are with members of the trans community. 15

exual people who are

with cissexual members of the queer community, and 11 with cis

not active in or affiliated with the queer community (see Appendix A for a summary of’

all OTC interviews). Each participant has been assigned a unique, three-digit OTC code,

as well as a pseudonym, to preserve their confidentiality.

With a corpus as small as this, it is inevitable that these gender divisions are
coarse: within any of these broad community-categories, there are myriad other
distinctions that are socially relevant to the members that simply cannot be controlled for.
Consequently, I will treat gender as broad exploratory variable in this case, and recognize
that I am doubtless glossing over details of finer-grained sub-communitics. Whether or

not these sub- ities are sociolinguistically distinet from one another will have to

ill under construction, and as more

be addre:

diin a later study. The corpus is
interviews are collected, the OTC will be able to offer an increasingly accurate sampling

of the queer and trans communities in Ottawa.

2.4.2 Subset of OTC interviews

“The subset of interviews from the OTC that were selected for analysis in this thesis
summarized in Table 2.2. Note that each speaker is assigned a one-character speaker
code for this study. As noted above, the majority of these speakers are in their mid- to

late-twenties, and the two oldest speakers — speakers h and 8 —are 38 years old. Both of
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these women have a very contemporary attitude towards gender roles and expectations,

meaning they are attitudinally distinct from many of the older speakers in the OTC.
Initially. five speakers per gender cell were selected. based on the quality of the

interview and the age of the participant. In the case of the straight (cissexual. non-queer

involved) men, however, four additional interviews external to the OTC were included,

Pseudonym Age
2 Adam Kingsley 22
b Nick McManus 27
E ¢ Alan Sealy 31
d Edward Keller 24
¢ Chris Huang 21
 Cynthia Vilmers 30
. & Kristine Komack 28
S b TrishaJameson 38
i Fiona Henrikson 2
i Linda Underhill 2
0 31
1 29
2 E 2
3 Matt McDonald 23
£ 4 BobBrown 23
“ _$  AdnanBari 24
5 Rebecca Smyth 29
Z2 6 AlsonKidd 30
EE 7 Jennifer Franklyn 2
%< 8  RenataMorden
9 Jennifer O'Driscoll
< A Jonathan Earle
B Lucas Williams
£ C  Daniel Lafontine
£ D ScouKhalid 2
S __E__ Vincent Dononvan 31
F Megan Wuthering 22
52 G Catherine Loughion
£ M RobinMersey
S& 1 Valerie Battersea

1 Caroline Roland 27
* Speakers i and j were interviewed together; this time
refllects the total duration of the joint interview. Individual
cumulative speaking times are shorter.




as discussed above. These interviews were generously made available to me by Stephen

Levey. at the University of Ottawa.

2.5 Choice of variables

With gender such a prominent social marker. and with the tangle of gendered identity so
heavily foregrounded in the lives of queer and trans people. finding variables to study is
not difficult. Limiting the choice to those that are casily operationalized. and that will

prove is more ging. The three variables ultimately

chosen for study are the phonetic variable [s]. the lexical variable of intensification, and

the suprascgmental variable of prosodic variation.
‘The phonetic variable [s] - the particulars of how the segment is produced by

various speakers — is implicated in the stereotyped “gay lisp™. This suggests that there is

some degree of social markedness associated with this variable, at least with respect to

sexual preference. This variable also has a rich history in the tradition of sociophontics,

from a strictly phonetic point of view (¢.g., Flipsen, Shriberg, Weismer, Karlsson &
McSweeny. 1999: Jones & McDougall, 2009). from a gender point of view (c.g..
Ingemann, 1968: Heffernan, 2004). and from a sexuality and identity point of view (c.g..
Smyth & Rogers, 2002; Zimmann, 2012).

In a similar vein, the lexical variable of intensification may play a role in the
perception of women as using flowery and descriptive language, as well as comments

ary” and *superfluous” words (sce chapter 3 for a

that women use “more words than neces

discussion of participant observations). Like [s]. intensification also has a history in

sociolinguistics. from a language change point of view (e.g.. Ito & Tagliamonte, 2003:

Tagliamonte. 2008) as well as from a gender and identity point of view (e.g..

)



Tagliamonte & Uscher, 2009; Brown, 2009).

Finally. the suprasegmental variable of prosody. in contrast with the other two.

has a very high degree of salience, particularly for trans speakers (see chapter 3). Itis

generally held that women are more prosodically dynamic than men, and this is explicitly

stated as a performance target for many trans people. with trans men working to flatten

their pitch contours, and trans women trying to increase their melodic ups and downs

Like the other two variables, it also has a tradition of research in sociolinguistics (c.g..
McLemore. 1991: Guy & Vonwiller, 1984), but because of the nature of the variable

(discussed in chapter six), there have been many different approaches adopted. A lot of

the rescarch has focused exclusively on pitch (e.g., Baeck, Corthals & Van Borsel. 2011),

while others (e.g.. Mixdorff, 2002) include additional components of prosody.

Because of differing degrees of speaker awareness, I will be able to examine not
only the behaviour of speakers with regards to these particular variables, but I can also

ious awareness of a variable’s social

begin to explore the relationship between cor

indices, and the sociolinguistic performance of gender and community affiliation.

26 Summary

ion is two-fold. Fii

they

“The rationale for choosing the three variables under discus
occupy different domains of linguistic structure, ranging from the segmental, through the
lexical and up to the suprasegmental. Second. although speakers are not always aware of

them, all three have been previously found to have robust gender differences.

ing social models drawn

Working within the variationist framework, and emp
from both ethnomethodology and Community of Practice. I will examine the role that

these three variables play in the construction and presentation of gender. I am using a
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six-way gender split in Ottawa, encompassing straight men and women, queer men and
women, and transsexual men and women. Transsexual speakers generally have a high

. as they view language change as part of their

degree of metalinguistic awarenes

transition, and are consciously aware of many of the stereotypes and expectations

associated with the speech of men and women. The transsexual participants used in this
study are also active in the queer community, which provides me with an ideal

iation, but also who trans

o investigate not only gender-driven language

speakers use as a model for linguistic performance.

are brought together (see

Each variable is studied separately, and the findings

on of some of the larger issues associated with the intersection

seven) in a discuss

chapter

edness, identity practice, and

ctice: those of social ma

of language and identity pra

community



Chapter 3

Participant commentary

31 Introduction

The final module of the sociolinguistic interviews collected in the OTC deals explicitly
with perceptions of language and gender. The main goal of this line of rescarch is to
clicit participant insights into differences (if any) between how language is used by
different gender groups. If speakers are using linguistic performance as a social marker
of gender, they must have an internal sense of the gender-appropriateness of the various
options available to them. Furthermore, different communities may have different sets off

shared norms: since this research project draws on interviews collected with people who

represent a wide spectrum of gender identities, the OTC provides a perfect opportunity to
gather speaker observations of these norms.

It should be noted that these observations are speaker intuition only: they do not

Lt

necessarily have empirical support, and may or may not, in fact, be true. Nevertheles:
is fruitful to collect these casual insights, and to compare the expectations and stereotypes
as they perceived by the different gender groups. Disparity between reported insights and

ious

quantitative observations may indicate a gap between the conscious and uncons
linguistic awareness of speakers.

ible, the conversation wi

Where po steered naturally towards the topic of

metalinguistic observation. When this was not possible, the module was more formally

introduced, with a statement along the lines of:
(1) I'm going to ask you a few questions about language and gender

I'he questions were generally open-ended, presupposing little with regards to what the
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participants may have observed:
@ Do you think there are differences in how men and women use language?
[if ves] What kinds of differences have you noticed?
In cases where a participant's response was unclear or needed clarification or expansion, |
took care not to ask leading questions. Any follow-up was similarly as open-ended as
possible:

(3)  Whatdo you mean by X?

I made a point of not using terms or phrases that the participant did not first introduce
her- or himself, in the interest of not biasing or steering their responses.

Slightly different questions were asked to different groups of participants. Those
who self-identified as active in the queer community were asked about differences
between speech in the queer and straight communities, as well as the standard questions.
Several of the queer-identified participants did not need to have this division framed by a
diatel

made the s when asked about

question, as they i
differences between men and women. With straight (cissexual) participants. I asked
questions about queer and straight speech only if it seemed to me that the questions

would not make the participant uncomfortable. It is worth noting. again. that four of the

interviews with straight men were not collected as part of the OTC, and did not include a
module on language and gender. Chapter 2.4 has a more detailed description of the

corpus, and the interviews included in this project.

With the transsexual participants, I also asked about their language use as they

transitioned, and about language perceptions in the trans community more generally
(4)  Have you changed how you use language as you've transitioned?
Jif ves] In what ways?
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(5) Have people changed the way they use language with you as you've
transitioned?
[if ves] In what ways?
(6) Do you know of any received wisdom in the trans community about how
to "talk like a man/woman"?
[if ves] What are some of the things you've heard?
Note that. in the interviews themselves, the questions were not asked in such a formal
tone. I modified them as needed to flow more casually into the conversation. However, |
kept the content and the choice of terms consistent across interviews, and in keeping with

the general aims of the project

I will present the principal observations first, those addressing differences
between men and women, and then move on to the commentary on language in the queer

community. Finally, I will conclude this chapter with a discussion of how I extrapolated

from the qualitative observations (the participant commentary) to the quantitative data

(used in variationist analysis).
Note that, in order to be considered a *principal” observation, a point had to have
been raised by at least three participants in that gender group. The exception to this rule

is in the commentary from straight men: in their case, the comment had to be made or

alluded to by both speakers.

32 Differences between masculine and feminine speech
The principal differences that participants observed between maseuline and feminine
speech are summarized in Table 3.1. Some trends are immediately apparent: regardless

seen as cruder, more direct, and with

of the gender of the speaker, masculine specch i



Table 3.1: Summa

/ of participant observations

on gender differences in language

use
masculine speech feminine speech
* more abrupt and forthcoming « less confident, more politic - hedges (like.
* confident. few or no hedges you know, um)
= * short sentences, more authoritative « use more words than necessary
2 flatintonational patterns « greater inflectional variety
2 * less planned, less intellectual or inhibited « animated, supportive of cach other
2 * ruder. cruder, rougher language, use of slang  * more delicate, more polite, greater social
=« emphasize by speaking louder, swearing grace
more « use more open-ended questions
+ emphasize by varying pitch. body language
« informational communication * communication to build rapport
* swear more « more polite
£ * use shorter sentences, blurt stuff out * use flowery and descriptive lang
£« more direct, confrontational; defensive (adjectives, superlatives,
2 rather than collaborative « more metaphor, imagery
§ « flatter intonational patterns. monotone e ertive, more submi
£« deeper voice « openly showing, communicating emotion
* stern and intense « intonational variety: up-and-down, lilt
* less emotional content
* swear more, are more brutally honest « soft spoken and indirect
= * use body language, physicality * more useful/productive with languag
2« moredirect spoken communication
£+ interrupt more * more attuned to detail
2« less emotional, more task-focused « submissive, ing tone at times
S« “macho” masculinity - at the extreme « more elaborate with language
masculine end of spectrum
wear more, generally cruder and rougher * emotional content and expression
_ = litle emotional content or expression « use of *superfluous” words (amazing,
g 2+ avoidance of high-rising terminals fabulous, fantastic, wonderful, very very
= ; « attitude: get over it, walk it off good)
« apologetic, worried about offending
« use of high-rising terminals
—* more profanity. cruder generally * more passive
] £+ more forceful expression « use of discourse and quotative /ike
Z £+ competitive with other men « use of expressions such as ol my god
z « reluctant to talk about feelings
« more slang. smaller active vocabularies « more proper word choice
« talk less, especially on the phone « talk more, especially on the phone
§  * less emotional content, more fact-oriented  + freely express emotions
£« more aggressive, to the point « more hedges (that 's my opinion, we Il agree
2+ more sexual overtones in analogi 1o disagree, um, ah, + caveats
£+ often dismissive of women « indircct making requests and giving
&+ common topics include: technical things. instructions
£ cars. sports « assume communicative responsibility

common topics include: dieting, food.
children, shopping. cte.




s confident, more polite, and more

little emotional content, while feminine speech is

submissive in tone.

Looking more closely at the data, there are a few other interesting patterns that

rs and queer women are the only ones who mention

emerg
intonation as being a significant marker of gender. and they all agree that women have
greater inflectional variety than men, who are comparatively monotonous. As Chloe
Morgan (a genderqueer woman, age 19), puts it. “I think because guys tend to slip into
that lower-pitched voice, it tends to flatten out the tone of their sentence a whole lot
more.” Exactly why these gender groups. but not the others, should focus on intonation
is not immediately apparent. It makes sense that transsexual speakers — who invest time

alient aspects of gendered speech

and energy into identifying and replicating the mo:

should home in on such a performable trait and assign it a high value of social salienc

but the inclusion of queer women is a bit more puzzling. Is pitch generally something
they are more attuned to than queer men?
It may in fact be more productive to look at this question from another angle:

ocially

why is that straight speakers and queer men don’t see intonational variability a
salient? The answer for queer men may be fairly straightforward: because they
themselves use greater pitch variability (this is self-reported. and also a general

ce Table 3.2 for a summary of the reported

commentary about the speech of gay men

characteri

tics of queer speech), they may not associate this expressly with femininity or
with women. Straight speakers, not being participants in the critical discourses of gender
that are common in the queer and trans communities, may simply not pay attention to
prosodic cues on a conscious level

xual speakers are the only ones to

A second point worth raising is that tran:

e}



make the observation that men speak in shorter sentences, although both queer men and
straight women note that masculine speech is more direct and to the point. This may
mean that sentence length is below the level of conscious awareness for most speakers, or

Alternatively. there may be no

is perhaps difficult to tease apart from general bluntne:
actual difference in sentence length, with transsexual speakers simply overanalyzing their

casual observations, and *finding” something that isn’t there.

Another interesting pattern that arises is that neither straight nor queer cissexual
men directly comment on the politeness or apology of feminine speech, although
everyone else does. It may be that politeness in the queer community is not an expressly
feminine trait. so queer men do not comment on it. However, if this were the case, we

might expect queer women not to comment on it, either. Perhaps, then, politeness is

something that cissexual men just don’t notice. Trans men do because they were raised
as women, and trans women do because, although they were raised as men, they pay

close attention to patterns and differences between masculine and feminine speech.

Straight women notice politeness and apology because they notice these things lacking in

continuously expected of themselves. People

masculine speech, while being more or le
who do not feel they are expected to be polite or apologetic may very well not notice it
when other people are.

‘e can cast a similar eye on the other things excluded from the observations of

r gender groups:

I'rans men are the only group not to claim that men are less emotional in their
communication. This may be evidence that trans men, having been socialized as
women and continuing to socialize to a large extent within the queer community.

stigma in the open expression of emotion.

perceive le



* Itis only queer women who do not observe that women are more passive or

submissive linguistically. It may be that queer women ideologically reject the

idea of female passivity, as there is generally less expectation of gendered
meckness in the queer community.

— men or women — do not mention the *floweriness™ of feminine

Straight speakers

speech (using more words than necessary, having richer metaphor and imagery.

using lots of adjectives and intensifiers, etc.), although everyone else docs. Since

the generic “masculine” and “feminine”

speech categories refer mostly to the
speech of the straight majority, this may be a case of people not noticing that they

econd nature to them.

are doing something that i

33 Differences between queer and straight speech

The principal reported characteristics of speech in the queer community are summarized

in Table 3.2. There is broad agreement that the *gay accent™ has greater intonational

varicty than the specch of straight men, and is generally more *feminine”. This includes

the use of particularly feminine-sounding discourse elements, having a softer or lighter

voice. and being generally more descriptive.

both

Thes

observations are restricted to the speech of queer men, however: as

s less distinetive than that of

queer and straight women observe, the speech of lesbian:
queer men. Straight women note that some lesbians lower their pitch/tone, dropping into
the lower end of their register, but that is as close as these participants come to defining a

“lesbian accent” that is analogous to the *gay accent’. Swearing also seems (o be a

t some s

marker of gender. in at leas beroups within the queer community. Some gay

than straight women, and some lesbians swear more than straight women

men swear les




Transsexual speakers comment on the degree of community discourse around
terms and definitions, while the other groups do not. This may reflect that the most

contentious terms within the queer community have to do with gender identity. and so are

more salient to transsexual speakers than to cissexual ones. By contrast. it is the queer-

identified speakers who observe that the boundaries of social acceptability are different in

de it, which may sugg

that transsexual speakers

the queer community than out
peripheral participants in the queer community, and so are more attuned to the

heteronormative standards. This scems unlikely, however, given the high degree of

community involvement on the part of thes pants. An alternative may be that,

part

Table 3.2: Summary of characteristics of queer speech

= * gender differences arc less clear in queer community
2+ gay men are more expressive than straight men, more *feminine’, have
2 more intonational variety
£ there is a lot of community-level discourse on the meanings of particular
L = thereis a high sensitivity o the nuances of words
H é‘ around definitions, feminism
-y
« “gay accent”: includes higher pitch, word choice, greater pitch
S i ality than straight men
E « gay men use more *feminine’ expressions (e. god!, discourse
£ like) than straight men, and are more free to express emotions
2« sex, sexuality are discussed more openly, social boundaries of
are different
+ some expressions and terms are acceptable within the community, but
_ = notousside (e.e., that’s 5o gay)
£ 2« gay men use flitation as a mode of communication
S ¢ lesbians specch is less distinctive than gay men's

« gay men swear less than
than straight women
*n/a

straight men; some lesbians swear a lot more

straight
men

men have more careful diction than straight men
« gay men are more descriptive (use more adjectives, intens
* “gay accent”: fler voice, more ef
straight men
« nothing really analogous to “gay a
lesbians will lower their pitch/tone

ers, ele.)
itched than

straight
women

ent” for lesbians, although some




X and s

given the extent of discourse on s xuality within the trans community itself, the

social boundaries of the queer community may

cem perfectly normal. A third possibility
is that. between the trans and queer communities, and the interlocking social networks of

both, trans speakers may not have much social contact with the straight community. and

s0 do not have

asy intuitive access to the heteronormative standards of acceptability.

34 From qualitative to quantitative
Working within a variationist framework requires that the linguistic items selected for
study be operationalizable. The particular context(s) in which the variables occur must

be able to be accounted for fully, so that the individual tokens can be identified and

extracted, i y and exhaustively. The variationis her does not have the
luxury of picking and choosing which tokens to include: all of the tokens that fall within
the circumscribed context must be included for the statistical analysis to have any
validity.

The rigors of this approach begin to get tangled when the inspiration for variable
selection comes from the observations of lay persons. To a linguist. the correct name for
a word — such as very or pretty or totally — that precedes an adjective is “intensifier’; this
is a technical term with a very specific meaning, and is used to denote a particular subset
of modifiers. To a non-linguist, however, the vocabulary available to talk about linguistic
things is much more imprecise. One person may talk about *superfluous words’ and
mean intensifiers, while another person may use the terms “flowery” or “overly
descriptive language” to refer to the same thing. Conversely. the term *superfluous
words™ may be used to mean intensifiers — which contribute little by way of meaning - or

to mean hedges and filler phrases, which are also vacuous in terms of content. While




these two are ling v unrelated, non-linguists may classify them both

under the heading of c/utter and think of them as variations of the same thing.
Because the choice of linguistic variables examined in this thesis is motivated

partly by how salient or perceptible each one is to the participants, the question of how |

interpreted the partic y becomes a legitimate concern. How did I decide

whether “superfluous words™ meant intensifiers or filler? How did I collapse different

descriptive terms into one category of observation? The terminology that appears in

Tables 3.1 and 3.2, and in the associated discussions, is certainly not the exact language

used by my participants. [ have and condensed their y, grouping

them according to the linguistic observation under discussion.

Since my interest is primarily in the underlying phenomena themselves, rather

than the choice of words that people use to describe said phenomena, this approach is

adequate for this study. It is, however, in stark contrast to the perspective that a linguistic
anthropologist or a discourse analyst (for example) would adopt. where the object of
study might be choice of words itself. When I encountered ambiguous descriptions or

fuzzy analogies, or indeed anything that was not contextually clear, I asked for

clarification. It probably seemed to my participants that I was being unnecessarily obtuse
on occasion, since | was reluctant to introduce terms that they did not first use

themselves, but 1 adopted this approach specifically to control for bias or leading

suggestions on my part. In an ideal world, unencumbered by time constraints or

confidentiali 5. 1 would provide a complete transeript of the relevant portions of

the interviews. For the time being, however, the summaries provided will have to suffice.
Many of the participants commented overtly on prosody. in one way or another,

50 this can be taken as a highly salient sociolinguistic index of gender. The use of



intensifiers, which is alluded to in notions of *superfluous’ words and *flowery and

descriptive language’, is mentioned to a lesser degree, and so can be seen as a moderately

salient variable. The production of [s] — aside from a handful of offhand references to

“the gay lisp’, which are not really elaborated on in the interviews — is not mentioned at

all, making it a very low-salience variable.
35 Anote on indexicality
“The relationship between salience and speaker agency is complicated at best, and

completely opaque at worst. Labov (1972) and Trudgill (1986) make a distinction

between markers and indicators, where markers show stylistic differentiation (having a

) and indicator:s

higher degree of conscious awarenc: show only social distribution

). Ahcarn (2001) defines

(falling largely below the threshold of conscious awaren

ageney as “the socioculturally mediated capacity to act”™ (p. 112), which allows speakers

the fi operating within a

edom of choice while acknowledging that they are neverthe

stem of socially-constructed constraints: thus they may be manipulating both markers

and indicators. but they are limited in the options open to them. Ochs (1992, 1993)

develops the notion of indirect indexicality: choices that speakers make may not directly
index gender, for example, but instead index social stances that are associated with a
given gender in a particular context

I'hroughout this thesis, based largely on the nature of the observations provided
by my participants, I attribute many of the differences to speaker agency, in one form or
another. Speakers are doing A, or avoiding doing B, for reasons X, Y, and Z. The actual
motivations behind a speaker’s linguistic and stylistic choice may in fact be considerably

more indirect:

they avoid doing B because it is associated with X, which in turn is



associated with Y, which they want to avoid. A minute examination of the indexicality
of speaker choice is beyond the scope of this paper, in part because it would require

iderably more detailed eth hic data than is currently available. A closer study

of such relationships will provide the basis for future work; for the time being. I am

restricting my analysis to the admittedly simplistic framework of direct indexicality




Chapter 4

Phonctic variable: [s]

4.1 Introduction

‘The participant commentary on gender differences in language discussed in chapter three

did not. as a rule. extend into the domain of segmental phonetics. Speakers tend to be
more consciously aware — or at least, more able to articulate — differences that they
perceive on a larger scale: with word choice, with prosody and intonation, and with
conversational strategies. One exception to this general tendency is ‘the gay lisp™. or
what Cameron and Kulick (2003) call ‘the voice™: “a cluster of phonetic features that

have come to be associated with gay men’s speech™ (p.96). Although the participants

who raise the issue are quick to point out that it is not actually a lisp at all. the fact that

there is at least some aspect of phonetics that permeates speaker awareness is interesting.

and worth investigating

Using [s] as a target variable for this project makes sense on two levels. First,

. it seems intuitive that fi

not really a ives may be

even though *the gay lisp’

involved in the perception of the *gay sounding” voice. There are, after all, several

locations in the oral cavity where the constriction necessary for [s] can be produced: these
different places of articulation produce subtle differences in the articulation of the

segment. Indeed, there are instrumental methods that can be used to infer how far

forwards or backwards the articulation occurred (see, e.g., Stuart-Smith, 2007). based on

ince this dif

the weighted frequency of the production. erence would be perceptible but
difficult to articulate without a background in linguistics, it scems a likely candidate for

inclusion in Cameron and Kulick’s cluster of features.
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The second aspect of

that makes it a prime variable for this study is the wide
scope of carlier studies. This research (discussed in section 4.2.2, below) has found not

but also evidence that, as a

only gender differences in the production of

sociolinguistic variable. it can also encode other features of social identity, such as class
and community membership. Given that the gender split I employ here includes an axis

of community involvement, |

cems ideally situated as a variable to investigate the
sociophonetic domain of identity practice

T will fi

present an overview of previous findings on the variable, and motivate

the limitation of this study to the context of the discourse particle so. Next. I will

formulate the hypotheses to be tested statistically., and describe the methodology .

Finally. I will conclude with a presentation of the findings, and a discussion of some of

the implications of these findings

4.2 Previous research

e phonetic realization of [s] has been a topic of study in the field of language and

gender for several decades, beginning with two studies (Ingemann, 1968: Schwartz.

1968) that ind dently arrived at the lusion that voiceless fricatives heard in

isolation are often enough to identify speaker sex. The particulars of this finding have
since been refined, providing a more detailed description of the phonetics of the

production of [s] (e.g.. Fant, 1973: Flipsen et al., 1999: Jongman, Wayland & Wong.

2000). Statistically significant differences along sex lines have been reported fairly

con

istently, and more recent studies have also begun to explore a more constructed idea

of gender (in ition to the biologic: sex categories), as well as the

inters ed in

ction of gender and sexuality. The most relevant of these will be dis
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greater detail below: however, before reviewing the literature, a few definitions will be

laid out.

4.2.1 Definitions
Generally, acoustic studies of [s] are carried out with reference to the four spectral
moments (see Table 4.1), although some studies have also included slope

parameters and segment duration as variables. The first moment, centre of gravity

(CofG), refers to the weighted average of the distribution of energy across frequencies.
The second moment, standard deviation, measures how quickly the energy falls off on
cither side of the CofG. Skewness, the third moment, measures the shape of the
distribution above the CofG compared to that below the CofG. The final spectral
moment is kurtosis, and measures the overall shape of the distribution (in comparison

with a Gaus I

ian distribution). A related used by some in place
of CofG, is peak frequency, or spectral peak. This refers to the frequency at which the

maximum energy concentration oceurs.

Table 4.1: The four spectral moments (Zhomas. 2011; Heffernan, 2004)

MOMENT 1: centre of mean frequency of the spectrum:
gravity (CofG) measured in Hz
MOMENT 2: variance range of energy in the spectrum;
measured in Hz
MOMENT 3: skewness how fast energy decreases as frequency
(spectral tilt) increase: measured in units of skew

MOMENT 4: Kurtos

The slope are a mathematical of the slope below (front

slope) and above (back slope) the spectral peak (Stuart-Smith, 2007). From an

articulatory perspective, Stuart-Smith posits thy re correlated with the size of the front
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cavi

(from the constriction just behind the teeth to the lips) and the back cavity (behind

the constriction). respectively.

Duration refes

to the time. in milliseconds. over which a segment is produced.
Ior a sound in isolation, onset and offset times are easy to identify and clearly defined,

but for segments that occur in connected, natural speech, the boundaries are not always so

evident. This makes duration a more problematic variable to compare, as there tend to be

methodological differences from study to study.

4.2.2 Findings
Generally. it has been found that female English speakers have a higher CofG in [s]

than their male with females around 7.5 kHz and males around

6.1 kHz (Jongman et al., 2000). Flipsen et al. (1999) compare peak frequency finding

acr

21 studies, and find that males are reported to have a peak frequency for [s] in the
410 7 Kl1z range, while females are in the 6.5 to0 8.1 kHz range. This wide range of

of the studies, so while there

reported frequencics arises from the varying methodologi

is little the authors can say by way of direct comparison, these studies consistently show

that females have higher peak frequencies than males. Flipsen et al.’s own rescarch,
which is aimed at establishing a reference database for speech language pathologists.
finds statistically significant differences between males and females on two of the
spectral moments: the female mean (moment 1) is higher than that of the males by about

1.1 kHz. and the frequency skew (moment 3) is different between the two groups, with

females having a negative skew, and males having a skew near zero or slightly positive:

the difference between males and females is around 1 skew unit.

Farly researchers attributed production differences of [s] by males and females o
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anatomical differences (e.g.. Daniloff, Wilcox & Stephens, 1980: Stevens, 1998), with

females™ smaller vocal tracts creating smaller front cavities, and therefore higher
frequencics. While this may on the surface seem intuitive, the fact is that the biggest
differences in vocal tract size are in the back cavity (e.g.. Strand. 1999). which is not as
heavily implicated in the spectral moments of [s]. As Stuart-Smith (2007) points out,

“the lowered frequencies so often observed in male (English) speakers could also arise

from a more retracted articulation, which at some level is part of constructing gender™
(p-68). Indeed. Strand (1999) reports more retracted [s] variants in the productions of

psen et al. (1999) report more dental variants in females, further

males, while

supporting Stuart-Smith’s claim.

Stuart-Smith’s own studies (e.g.. Stuart-Smith. Timmins & Wrench 2003: Stuart-

Smith, 2007) explore [s] differences beyond the simple binary of sex. Incorporating both

a highly salient social distinction in Glasgow — she finds that [s] is

age and social clas

heavily implicated in the creation and presentation of gender. and that gender is “known

0 be constructed very differently by different social groups™ (2007: 69). Using both

she finds that men of all

spectral moments and slope parameters as investigative tool:

ricted range of /s/ productions

and res

social clas

es and ages “generally use a spec
(p-81), while women show considerably more variation along age and class lines. Young

working-class girls produce an [s] that is more akin to that of the men, while older

lass women and all middle-class women use production differences to set

working:

in/s/ are not simply the result of

themselves apart. She argues, “[c]learly differenc

[gender] arising out of anatomical differences. but rather from articulated differenc

part of the construction of socially-distinct gendered ident; " (p.75). Interestingly.

while Stuart-Smith also looked at /f/ production, she found no evidence for
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sociolinguistic variation with this segment. She concludes, “the phonological contrast

between /s/ and /f/ [seems to be] complemented by a social-indexical contrast such that

s/ is used to index specific social identities, but /[/ is not”™ (p.82). at least in Gla

LowW

Other researchers have investigated the role that sexual orientation, as an identity

practice, plays in the production of [s]. Munson, Jefferson and McDonald (2006), who

also report that women produce [s] with a higher peak frequency than men, inves

the role that perceived sexual orientation plays in the perception of fricatives. They find

that lesbian- and bisexual-sounding women have a lower CofG for [s] and produce the

and

following vowel with lower F1 values than straight-sounding women, while gay
bisexual-sounding men have higher F1 values for their following vowels than their
straight-sounding counterparts. but they do not have a correspondingly higher CofG.

I'his asymmetry, Munson et al. argue, is evidence that listeners make use of acoustic cues
that they may not be capable of identifying or articulating: in other words. social identity
work can be done by under-the-radar linguistic variables.

peech is modeled on female

Smyth & Rogers (2008) suggest that gay-soundi
speech: in support of this argument, they point to the many phonetic characteristics of
gay-sounding speech that are shared with female speech. In particular, they report that

the of [s] by gay-sounding men shares v high spectral peak

frequency and long duration with that of straight-sounding women (p.137). As there are

no reported vocal-tract-size differences between gay and straight men, or indeed between
gay- and straight-sounding men, they conclude that these similarities are socially

acquired. rather than biologically determined

exual language production has not yet been studied in any

The phonetics of tra

particular depth, in part because there are few corpora that include self-identified
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transsexual participants. Zimman (2012) has studied the acoustics of [s] production in 12
trans-masculine speakers (i.c.. speakers who have transitioned from female. but who do

not nec

arily identify as men in the traditionally-masculine sense). He reports on both
the CofG and the fundamental frequency (F0) of his informants over the course of
approximately one year on hormone therapy. which has the effect of thickening the vocal
folds and therefore phonetically altering FO. During this time period. he records FO
lowering in the majority of his informants, by around 30 to 50 Hz. He also notes that

some of his speakers “underwent a change in their production of |

(notes, p.14),
although he stresses that there does not appear to be a correlation between the spectral

propertics of [s] and vocal pitch (F0). Rather, he argues that the mean CofG for cach

speaker is a locus for performance of gender identity. Figure 4.1 shows his informants,

arranged more or less by mean CofG. The three informants with the lowest mean CofGs

(Ethan, Joe, Mack) are the only ones who identify as heterosexual, while those with the

Figure 4.1: CofG means for transmasculine speakers (from Zimman, 2012)
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conforming to the gender binary: this can include identities encompa

sing both man-ness

and woman-ness or encompa

ng neither, identities that are fluid between the two, as
well as identities that exist outside a spectrum of masculinity-femininity). and those

towa

ds the middle identifying as queer (i.c., not heterosexual) men. While Zimman's

work focuses mainly on the individual gender perf

of his i

and how
they make use of linguistic resources to create and present their gender, it nevertheless

provides a good benchmark for comparison with the findings of this

study.

4.2.3 D

ourse 50

For simplicity’s sake, my study is limited to one contextual occurrence of [s], that of

discourse so. Discourse so — unlike some of the more gendered uses of so. such as

intensification — occurs with a high frequency in the speech of all the of OTC

participants. It can occur at the beginning of an utterance, as in (1), at the end of an
utterance, as in (2), or in isolation, as in (3):

(1) So.Twas able to take it in French (speaker j)

) IU1l be five years in December, so... (speaker a)

(speaker 6)

Bolden (2009) differentiates discourse so from its other use:

such as marking inferential
or causal connections between clauses (e.g.. we were hungry, so we stopped at a drive-

thru) or as an intensifier (e.

L it was so cold). Discourse so is said to have less
pronounced inferential functions (e.g.. Schiffrin, 1987: Blakemore. 2002). where the
speaker is indicating a connection between topics but is leaving the specifics of that
connection for the hearer to establish. In a similar vein, so can also be used to introduce a

new topic, in a way that is les:

arring than simply starting to talk about something new
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(¢.¢.. Howe, 1991; Johnson, 2002). At the end of an utterance, so may again be making

an inferential connection, or may signal a speaker’s willingness to relinquish the floor

(e... Local & Walker, 2005). Occurring in isolation, so may be used to prompt a

response from another person (¢.g.. Raymond, 2004), or as a pause-filler.

424 Hypotheses

Given the previous findings, and the restriction of the variable context to one cas

expect to find a statistically significant effect of gender on the production of [s]. Tn

particular, T expect that masculine-identified speakers will have a lower CofG ¢

feminine-identified ones, and that queer men will have a more feminine-like CofG than

straight men. With regards to the skewn I expect straight women to have slightly
negative values and straight men to have slightly positive values, in agreement with
previous findings: I further predict that queer men will have values closer to straight

women with skewness, as well.

T'he rema

ning gender groups — queer women, and trans speakers — are more

difficult to make predictions about. Previous research does not provide much evidence to

support one hypothesis or another with regards to trans speake mman’s (2012) work

demonstrates that [s] is highly variable across trans men, and depends largely on how

ince the trans men in thi:

they identify. tudy identify as queer, I would expect that they
would show CofGs in the same range as the queer men. Because of the low level of
speaker awareness of this variable, I am uncertain what to predict with respect to cither

the trans or queer women. Zwicky (1997) argues that lesbians tend to identify more as

women than as lesbians, so it might be the case that both queer and trans women - the
trans women largely identifying as queer as well — will pattern closer to the straight
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has a direct relation to whether

women. On the other hand, if conscious awarene:

speakers are able to use a variable to do social identity work, then with a low-level

variable such as [s], trans women may be performing more like men.

4.3 Methodology

vs in the OTC. due in

“The data for this study were extracted from a subset of the intervie

large part to limitations in the phonetic quality of some of the recordin, T'he subset

A total of 20 uses

gender cells

consisted of 24 speakers, evenly divided between the siy

of discourse so were identified in each of the interviews, yielding 480 tokens. Of these,

ciated with the

ns

for technical re

53 were excluded from further analy

recording and/or the computer software, leaving a total of 427 tokens of [s] in discourse

so for statistical analysi
For the purposes of this study. so was considered a discourse marker if it

contributed no semantic or structural information to the utterance. This excluded any

inter

ing uses (e.g.. she’s so frustrating) as well as any direct causatives (e.g.. / forgot

gment

it, so we had 1o go back). Also excluded were instances where the preceding s

l,m fﬂ w:ﬁ 4"% (I
Wwwmw-\s“m,m g e

Figure 4.2: Visually-identified central 50 ms of [s]
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was another fricative (e.g.. / leff class, so...), unless the so was immediately preceded by
an audible pause, making the onset of the [s] clearly visible on the spectrograph.

An important methodological finding to come out of the Flipsen et al (1999)

paper is that the most appropriate place to take acoustic measurements

s at the midpoint
of the segment. This is the point at which there is minimal articulatory interference from
the preceding and/or following segments. This is the methodology adopted for use in this
study. as well

“The recordings were analyzed using Praat (Boersma & Weenink, 2012), an

acoustic software package ideally suited for phonetic analysi:

For cach of the [s] tokens.
the central 50 ms were selected for analysis by visual inspection (see Figure 4.2). For
tokens where the [s] was too short to allow for this approach, a sample was taken from
the centre of the segment, maximizing the duration over which the frequency and
amplitude were stable (see Figure 4.3). I chose to use the central 50 ms of cach segment

0035088 |15

005874

08¢

2:0' g

o)

Figure 4.3: Visually-ident

d stable central portion of [s]
for two reasons: because this window is short enough that the majority of samples could

be measured using identical parameters;

and because it is also long enough to be sure that

I am measuring something stable.
I'he central segments were converted from spectrographs to spectra using a Praat
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filters

seript (see Appendix B for scripts used in this study). and both low- and high-pa
were applied to each spectrum before measurements were taken. The high-pass filter
climinated ambient noise below 1 kHz, and the low-pass filter eliminated ambient noise

above 13 kHz. This preserved the range of frequencies relevant to the study of [s]

(following Zimman, 2012) while attenuating the effect of the higher, non-|s] frequencies

on the caleulation of CofG (Lal Zimman, p.c.). To ensure that the low-pass filter did not

ical significance of any the same were

change the statis

ss 1 kHz filter: the results were consistent with the

taken again using only the high-pa
twice-filtered measurements, but there were more outliers present, due most likely to the,

interference from other noises on the recording (Lal Zimman, p.c.).

I'he measurements focused on in this study are limited to CofG and skewness, as

the previous literature on this variable indicates that these are the two spectral moments

Zimman, 2012: Shadle

that are most likely to be involved in gender/sex differences (e.

& Mair, 1996). Peak and slope parameters proved to be too complicated to measure

likewise not

cfficiently in Praat with this data, so they were excluded. Duration was

examined. as there was uneven distribution between the speakers and gender groups of

ferences in the length of

tion of so in the sentence, and there were perceptible di

the po:

the [s] depending on position. Peak. slope and duration remain targets of interest in the
study of [s] and gender, but are beyond the scope of this project.
I analyzed the measurement for CofG and skewness using SPSS (IBM, 2012). a

ience rescarch. 1 first tested for

statistical software package widely used in social

normality in the data using a Shapiro-Wilk test, which revealed that the data were not

normally-distributed. so the Independent-Samples Kruskal-Wallis test was used for

analysis. This non-parametric test does not require data to be normally-distributed. and



allows pairwise comparisons between groups, to determine which groups differ

significantly from which others. The Kruskal-Wallis test adjusts the significance levels

when making pairwise comparisons, to minimize the risk of a Type 1 error occurring.
Finally, the inter-quartile range (IQR) (essentially the central 50% of the tokens. when
ordered from smallest to largest) is briefly examined, as an indicator of how much
variation there is within the gender groups.

The results are presented in the following scction, and then discussed in greater

detail in section 4.5.

44 Results

Because CofG and skewness were measured independently, 1 will present the results

separately, beginning with CofG, and then moving on to skewness. For each variable, 1

will examine the overall distribution first, and then look at which groups are statistically

significant from which others. This will provide a sense of the gender-indexing value of

both CofG and skewness. Finally, I will compare the means for both CofG and skewness

s individual s that the patterns seen in the gender-split data are not

tistical caleulation, but rather present an actual finding.

4.4.1  Cent

I'he Independent-Samples Kruskal-Wallis test conducted on the CofG measurements

showed that the distribution is not the same across gender groups, (5. N = 427)

180.267. p = .000. Figure 4.4 shows the gender groups, arranged by mean CofG: the

means are provided in Table 4.2, along with standard deviations.

Straight men have the lowest CofG (4940 Hz), and straight women have the
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lower

highest (7500 Hz). 1

CofGs than fc

level that there is a masculine and a feminine way to “do’

relative to this.

centre of gravity (Hz)

identified speakers,

I speakers have ¢

that speakers are aware on some

Table 4.2: Mcan CofG across gender

groups
gender mean st.dev.
CofG
straight women 7500 Hz_| 1038 Hz
queer women 7230 Hz_| 1073 Hz
trans women 66101z | 990 Hz
queer men 6290 Hz | 12351z
trans men 6135 Hz | 800 Hz
straight men 49401z | 687 Hz

T

speaker gender

: Mean CofG across gender groups
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T'he clustering of the means is also quite interesting: straight men are fairly

removed from their nearest neighbours; nex

. we have the trans men, queer men, and
trans women, whose means are all fairly close to cach other, and finally we have queer

and straight women, who are also quite closely matched. It i

s though there are three

groups: {ci

cual women}, {

straight men}, and a catch-all {everyone el

se} category
Those in this third group are all masculine-involved to some extent: queer men being
male. trans men identifying as men, and trans women having been socialized as men at an

carly

ge. Crucially, however, there is a social di

stance between the speech of queer and

straight men; r¢

call that the trans men consulted for this proj

tidentify as queer, not as
straight.
T'he inter-quartile range (IQR) is represented by the boxes in box-and-whisker

plots. such as Figure 4.4 (above). Itis

nteresting to note that the group with the smallest

IQR — and therefore the least inter-speaker variation —

straight men, while the group

with the largest IQR is queer men. This suggests that the permis

ible range of expre:

for

traight men

more constrained than for queer men: that is to say

there are many

ways for men to sound queer, but comparatively fewer to sound straight

Looking now at the pairwise i for statistical signifi (Table 4.3).

we see that this clustering effect is more or les

maintained, although slightly

Table 4.3: Pairwise tests for statistical significance (CofG)
straight queer queer trans trans
men women men  women  men
straight women — p <.05 NS p<.05 p<.05
straight men p<.05 p<.05 p<.0
queer women p<.05 p<.05
queer men NS
trans women NS

weakened. The difference between sf

raight and queer women is

. and
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straight men are significantly different from everyone: in other words, the extreme groups
are behaving as expected. The significances between the middle groups is a bit more
nebulous: queer women are not significantly different from trans women. but they are

from queer men and trans men. Queer men are not significantly different from cither

sts that, overall, there are three di

trans men or women. This sugg nct groups. but the

difference between the highest members of the middle group and the lowest members of

the highest group is not as robust as between the middle and lowest groups

442 Skewness

I-Wallis test conducted on the skewness measurements

The Independent-Samples Krus

likewise shows that the distribution is not the same across gender groups. (5. N = 427)

180439, p = .000. Figure 4.5 shows the gender groups, arranged in order of

Table 4.4: Mean skewness across
gender groups

gender mean skew.  st. dev.
straight women -0.10799
queer women 0.10549
trans women 021951
queer men 0.42612
trans men 0.82445
straight men 116638

mean skewness for cach group; the means are provided in Table 4.4, along with standard

deviations. Immediately we see that straight women have the lowest skew (-0.10799)

Table 4.5: Pairwise tests for

straight  queer queer trans trans

men women men women  men
straight women <05 NS p<05  p<05  p<.05
straight men p<.05  p<05  p<.05 NS
queer women p<.05 NS p<.05
queer men NS p<.05
trans women p<.05
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and straight men have the highest (1.16638): in fact, what we see is the ordering of

sender groups here is the mirror image of what we saw with CofG. This apparent inverse

az

relationship is strongly suggestive that both CofG and skewness are implicated in the
performance of gender.
T'he clustering observed in the CofG is not as immediately apparent here. as there

is more spread within the central four gender groups. In particular, both trans men and

hows, this is reflected in

trans women are more removed from queer men. As Table 4.5

the pairwise comparisons. The only pairs that are adjacent in Figure 4.5 and that are

rent from cach other are queer men and trans men: all other groups are not

different

from their nei although they are sig

skewness

speaker gender

Figure 4.5: Mean skewness across gender groups
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from all others. This suggests a more gradient expression of gender across these groups.,

with respect to skewness.

4.4.3  Individual speakers

Because of the apparent relationship between CofG and skewness observed in the
previous sections, and because both CofG and skewness are caleulated using weighted
frequencies, it is worth questioning whether we are, in fact, measuring the same thing

twice. If the rel is a product of as opposed to a naturally-

oceurring correlation, then we might expect to see two things: firstly, that the clustering

effect would be maintained, which it is not: and secondly, that the rankings of the

individual speakers should be the perfect inverse of cach other as well. As Figures 4.6

and 4.7 show. however, this is not the case. Note that, for case of comparison, CofG is

as

presented in ascending order, while skewness is presented in descending order.

So while we do not see a perfecet correlation between the two variables, we do see
that speakers who have a high mean CofG tend to have a low mean skewness, and vice
versa. This bolsters the claim that we are, in fact, seeing a genuine sociolinguistic

artifact, and not merely a quirk of instrumental measurements.

Clearly. the production of [s] is a marker of gender in Ottawa English, at least within this
very restricted context of discourse so. This restriction is not necessarily a detriment to
the study, however, as it controls for other factors (such as phonological contexts), and

ensures that we are comparing like samples.

Perhaps the most important finding to come out of this study is that straight men



and straight women occupy the extremes on both the CofG and skewness continua. As

mentioned above, this supports the idea that there is a masculine and a feminine way to

pronounc: in Ottawa. and that speake

rs with non-straight identities negotiate a

phonetic space s in the middle. c-identified people tend to fall closer
to the straight men end of the spectrum, and feminine-identified people more towards the
straight women end

With CofG, which is arguably the more salient of the two variables examined here

(in that it has a fairly clear acoustic correlate, the frequencies at which a speaker expends

the most energy). we also see evidence of three broader gender categories: {straight,

ssexual men}, {cissexual women}, and {everyone else}. Straight men constitute the
first group, straight and queer women constitute the second, and the queer men and
transsexuals make up “everyone else™. There is a certain intuitive sense to this: popular

interface

discourse (and a considerable body of research into the sexuality-linguisti

see e.g.. Leap, 1996 Zwicky, 1997; Cameron & Kulick, 2003) makes more

generalizations about the speech of gay men than it does about that of lesbians, to the
extent that it is not hard to conjure a linguistic stercotype of gay men, but almost
impossible to do so for lesbians. Additionally, for the most part, the trans men and trans

women who make up the OTC identify now or have in the past as queer: many of the

trans men express an interest in men, and many of the trans women experimented with a
pay male identity prior to transitioning. It seems plausible, then, that the three poles

around which speakers cluster are straight men, straight women, and queer men.

Another important point raised in this analysis

is that straight men, as a group.

show less inter-speaker variation than any of the other groups. The IQR is narrower in

range for both CofG and skewness, and the standard deviations are smaller, than for the
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other groups. With CofG, they are farther apart from their nearest neighbour than any of
the other groups. This may reflect the social reality that straight men have the most

social capital to lose — at least in main

stream, straight society — by having their gender or

sexual identities misperceived. Generally, someone who identifies as queer los

social ground being mistaken for straight than a straight man who is mistaken for gay

T'his

type of retreat strategy is certainly not new in sociolinguistic studies (e.g., Kroch,
1978); it scems that speakers who distance themselves from another group tend to do so
conservatively. Without additional data, it is impossible to tell if the findings from this
study are evidence of a change in progress. or of a fairly static state of affairs. but even
limited to one moment in time, it is nevertheless an interesting observation.

Related to this, it is i ing to compare the c actness of the IQR, the

standard deviation, and the general spread for straight men with those of queer men
Queer men show considerably greater variability than straight men, particularly with
respect o CofG. This supports the social idea that there are many more ways to “do”

being gay than there are to “do”™ being

straight: straight man is a narrower identity than
queer man.

A final point to draw attention to is the fact that many of the trans and queer
speakers know cach other socially, and quite well. The similarities in means between

these groups may indicate that there is an effect of social network (e.

2. Milroy, 1980),
and that these speakers are affecting one another’s production of [s], leading to a leveling

of sorts,

4.6 Conclusion

The motivation for choosing [s] as a variable for this project was two-fold: previous
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shown robust gender differences, and the variable just barely crosses the

research has

Us

threshold of conscious awareness on the part of speak ng methodology drawn

from previous studies, but limiting my analysis to two of the spectral moments, |

examined the gender effect acro: cell gender division.

T'he principal hypothesis tested was that masculine-identified people would have

lower CofG than feminine-identified people, and this is supported by the findings. which
in turn support those of previous studies. I show that straight speakers occupy the

and the least inter-

extremes of the scale, with straight men having both the lowest Cof
speaker variation. In fact, there are three general clusters of CofG: {straight, cissexual
men}. {cissexual women}, and {everyone else}.

Altogether, the findings of this study suggest that both negative and positive
identity practices are being used by speakers in Ottawa. Straight men are distancing,
themselves from other gender groups. perhaps to protect the social capital associated with
heterosexual masculinity, or perhaps simply to avoid being misread as gay — quite
possibly. both. Straight women do not feel the same social pressure to distance
themselves from lesbians. so we do not see the same range between straight and queer

cual and trans women) uniformly

women. That speakers who identify as women (ci
have higher CofGs — and, correspondingly, lower skewness ratings — than speakers who

a weaker effect of positive identity practice. with trans women

identify as men sugges
recognizing that a higher [s] is more feminine than a lower one. and adopting it

These findings contribute not only to the study of social identity through linguistic
practice. but also to the overall sociolinguistic study of English fricatives. Few linguistic
studies use a gender system that has more than two categories, although some rescarch on

gay-sounding men has treated queer men as a gender group (... Smyth & Rogers,
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2002).

This study provides evidence of the overall variety present in the production of
in Ottawa. Further study on this variable. including expanding the context to include
tokens from words other than discourse so, will further refine the data available on the

phoneties of fricatives in Ottawa.
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Chapter 5

variable: intensifiers

Introduction

a popular object of study in sociolinguistics, in part because the relevant

Intensification is

context arises so frequently that collecting data is relatively painless, but also because

changes 1o the system of intensifiers can occur rapidly enough that it is possible to chart

grammaticalization trends in very d d apparent-time (Ito & Tagli 2003).
Intensifiers also represent a site of speaker innovation and creativity (Partington. 1993;
Peters, 1994), as it is common to find a given speaker using a varicty of forms — some of
them brand new, and some of them reintroduced — in any given context.

Perhaps because of this high variability, intensifiers have long been associated
with particular groups of speakers. Stoffel (1901) and Jespersen (1922) link intensificr
use with women, children and what Stoffel call “ladies™ men™ (1901: 102). More recent

ul; 2000) shows a strong relationship between

work (e.g.. Macaulay. 2006; Paradi

intensifiers and age; others (e.g.. Ito & Tagliamonte, 2003; Tagliamonte, 2008) expand
on and quantify the carlier notion that there is a gender effect in intensifier usage.

Downtoners are closely related to intensifiers, although they have not been as

ic framework. Also known as compromisers

extensively studied within a sociolingui
(Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech & Swartvik, 1985), moderators (Paradis, 1997) and hedges
(Holmes, 1995), downtoners have been chiefly examined with reference to their semantic

and syntactic properties (e.g., Nevelainen & Rissanen, 2002: Lorenz, 2001). No

particularly robust social correlates have been found with respect to downtoners (Sali

Tagliamonte. personal communication). so they have largely been excluded from



analyses of i

5.1.1 Intensifiers

ale up the value of an

Intensifiers are traditionally adverbs that are cmployed to s

adjective, and typically precede the adjective being modified — good becomes very good.

is sometime:

et of intensifying adverb:

really good, totally good, and so on. Th
broken into two categories (Quirk et al., 1985): maximizers (those denoting the highest
alue on a scale, such as completely or utterly). and boosters (those merely denoting a

higher value but not the highest, such as very or really). Thus (1), (2) and (3) differ in
how maximally insane the referent is.

(1) his dad is @ insane (speaker 5)

(2)  all of them were just insane (speaker A)

(3) 1 am completely insane (speaker f)

ification need not oceur in isolation: they can be combined and

Adverbs of intens

reduplicated for further intensifying effect:
(4)  she says he’s just totally uncomfortable (speaker h)

(5)  the puni [...1is like so ridiculously harsh (speaker 0)

(6)  it's really really big (speaker $)
(7)  they have very very specific and unusual interests (speaker L)
“There are other strategies — besides the simple adverb — that can be employed to intensify

ance. can be co-opted to perform much the same

an adjective. Another adjective, for in:
function:

(8)  it’s like a fittle tiny public school (speaker ¢)

dupli d as an indi of i

Similarly, the adjective in question can be

64



(9)  she has blue blue eyes (speaker b)

I'here are also periphrastic strategies for intensification as well, which do not ne
require that the intensifying element precede the adjective:

(10)  he’s off-the-wall craz,

(speaker 3)

(11) it's such a competitive program (speaker D)

(12)  the ramps are confising as all hell (

(13)  buying these boots was a huge ficking deal (speaker G)

bined

These various methods of intensification can also be ofien producing quite

novel expressions:
(14)  totally nerdy nerdy things (speaker ¢)

(15)  inthese lintle stupid fucking space shoes (speaker 3)
(16)  no money, completely broke out of my mind (speaker 8)

(17)  with really super flamboyant flaming guys (speaker E)

5.1.2 Downtoners

Where intensifiers scale up the value of an adjective. downtoners do the opposite: they

serve to weaken its meaning. Stoffel (1901) defines downtoners as modifiers that are

used to - amoderate, slight, or just perceptible degree of a quality™ (p.129), such

as:
(18)  he’s got a reasonably nice and reasonably cheap place (speaker )
(19)  and have a fairly big walled chunk of land (speaker 2)
(20)  true but it’s slightly rude (speaker J)

(21)  and getting almost full-time hours (speaker ¢)

Many instances of downtoning employ a periphrastic strategy:
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1 do karate so I'm like- I'm sort of okay (speaker 3)

(23)  there are some kind of cute characters on there (speaker d)

singed (speaker i)

(24)  his pants were a bil

(25) sl was alitile nervous coming home (speaker C)

T'here is less variation and less creativity in the system of downtoners than in the system
of intensifiers. at least in conversation (Biber & Conrad. 2001), and although the bulk of
downtoners tend to come from a fairly restricted set. there is some room for combination
and innovation:

(26)  offering a workshop that I'm a litle bit terrified about (speaker ¢)

(27)  and I'm getting almost that desperate (speaker A)

(28)  they’re kind of a litile bit isolated (speaker 0)
(29)  when I'm technically in some way heterosexual (speaker G)

1)

(30)  where that was you know even remotely possible (speakel

(31)  chop up the carth into um small-ish picces (speaker F)

There are a few adverbs of modification that can be employed variably as intet

downtoners: pretty, fairly, quite and enough. Although enough must follow the adjective

it precedes. it nevertheless performs the same ba function as the premodifiers

(Greenbaum, 1969). However, it can be difficult to tell intensifiers from downtoners in

isolation: it is considerably easier when they are heard in context, where pragmatic cues

such as intonation and stress provide a wealth of information about speaker intentions.
his makes it necessary to analyze these modifiers in spoken data only, and not in

transcripts or other written forms.
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5.1.3  Litotes

T'here is one further strategy of downtoning that must be addressed. and that is firores.

Stoffel (1901) defines litote:

a figure of specch, by which a studied weakness of

expression is intended to produce a very strong effect” (p.146). often expressed through

double negation. Van der Wouden (1997) argues that the doubly-negated preposition

pletely equivalent to the ted one (33), but rather expres

s not

vagueness somewhere in between the two extremes
unhappiness.
(32)  She’s not unhappy.

(33)  She’s happy.

Under this analysis, then, the effect of double negation is comparable to that of
downtoning. The referent in (32) and (33) is not ecstatic, but she is also not miserable.

T'he litotes (32) is contextually comparable to (34):

(34)  She’s sort of happy.

I'his analysis of litotes can be extended to include negated intensified adjectival heads.
where the negation cannot be interpreted as expressing the opposite meaning of the

use of the intervening adverbial intensifier. Thus (35) does not mean that

adjective, b

the speaker hates driving the vehicle in question, only that she or he does not overly
enjoy it. She o he is fond of driving it, but only to a small degree.

(35)  I'm not particularly fond of driving it (speaker )

s of their relative badn

We can compare the following examples in term

modification strategy used:
(36) I had a fucking bad mouth (speaker 3)

(37)  I've got really really bad vision (speaker I')
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(38)  I'm very bad at the terminology (speaker J)
(39)  I'know they have like a @ bad reputation (speaker 0)
(40)  it’s bad enough just having to go to Jersey (speaker 1)
(41) I would feel kind of bad for him (speaker b)
(42)  the bird’s not so bad to take care of (speaker B)
Van der Wouden (1997). echoing Horn (1989: 1991), explicitly states that (43)

(43)  Itis not unwise to take precautions (van der Wouden, 1997, ex. 11)

is “comparable to expressions such as *it is rather wise to take precautions’, it is pretty

is neither wise

*it is reasonably wise to take precaution:

wise o take precaution:
nor unwise to take precautions’, ete.” (p.4). So while there are undeniable structural and

ic modification of an

semantic differences between litotes and adverbial or periphr:
adjective, we can treat them as serving the same discourse strategy: to downgrade the

intensity of the adjective.

52 Previo
A considerable amount of work has been done on the history of intensifiers in English
(e.g.. Stoffel, 1901; Nevelainen & Rissanen, 2002; Ito & Tagliamonte, 2003;
Athanasiadou, 2007), describing broad diachronic patterns of delexicalization and

lization, and the recycling of older forms in new contexts. The historical

grammati

to this study. as are the trajectories of

roots of various intensifiers are of less intere:

grammaticalization. Of more interest are synch patterns, and the iated social
information that is encoded and packaged with linguistic choice, so I will focus on this

reh conducted on this variable.

aspect of the previous re:

Little sociolinguistic research has been conducted on downtoners and litotes.
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making it difficult to establish a baseline for comparison. However, both have been
studied within different linguistic frameworks, so I will briefly consider some of the

major findings and trends that have been reported.

Intensi

ie

Tagliamonte’s (2008) examination of intensifier use in Toronto, Canada, is particularly
relevant to this study. as it deals with a variety of Canadian English that is not markedly
different from that spoken in Ottawa (Hazenberg. 2010: Levey, 2010). Her study has a
few methodological differences that set it apart from the present one. For one thing. it

does not examine the nature of downtoned adjectives, instead grouping these samples.

with the non-intensified contexts. A consequence of this decision is that the paper does
not explain how (or indeed, if) downtoning instances of prefty are separated from
intensifying instances. Furthermore, her study examined age and sociocconomic status as

social variables as well as gender, and had only a two-fold gender system (male and

sound baseline for comparison with

this project still provides

female). Nevertheles

the speakers in the OT

: Distribution of

able 5.

intensifiers by variant in the TEC

(from Tagli . 2008)
Yo N
13.0 1282
6.6 651
6.1 599
5.0 497
1.5 152

Tagliamonte reports overall rates of intensification of 36.1% (total N=9905) in the

Toronto English Corpus (TEC), with the highest rates occurring in the 20-29 age bracket

(with apy ly 45% of all intensifiable heads being intensified). The five most
common intensifiers in the TEC, along with their rates of usage. are summarized in Table
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5.1. We sce that really is by far the most common variant, with very, so and pretty
showing roughly comparable rates. and just trailing behind the leaders. Tagliamonte
reports that “other™ intensifiers — which are defined as those occurring less than ten times
in the data — account for 1.4% of the data. She reports that very is in decline across

apparent time, really is

ising quite sharply. and that very and so are fairly stable.
showing only a slight increase in usage.

Regarding speaker sex. the distributional data is comparable to the apparent time
trends of very and really, but the picture is more complicated with so and pretty. She

as do the male

finds that the male so and female prerty follow the same general patterns,
pretty and the female so. The results within the particular age bracket of 20-29 — which

coincides with the majority of informants consulted for this project — are summarized in

Table 5.

2. Perhaps the most relevant finding here is the difference between males and

females in their use of so and pretty, as it suggests that so is the female-marked variant,

and pretty the male-marked one.

ble 5.2: Distribution of common
variants by speaker sex (age 20-29) in
TEC (adapted from Tagliamonte, 2008)

Variant Male | Female
very 8% 7%
really 12% 2%
50 4% 12%
pretty 1% %

I'he multivariate analysis associated with these findings is. unfortunately,

restricted to the variants ve nd really, so there is no indication of statistical

significance for so and prery. And in fact, there is not much to be

said regarding the

differences between very and really, cither, save

sex difference is

atistically

significant for really but not for very.
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Other variationist rescarch on intensification in English (c.g., Tagliamonte &

Roberts, 2005; Ito & Tagliamonte, 2003) supports the idea that so is the incoming

variant, and is therefore used more by females than by males. Women tend to use
intensifiers more than men. overall. In North America, at least, so is favoured by women
and disfavoured by men: and in Britain. men favour pretty while women disfavour it.

Studies looking at online corpora of written English (¢.g.. Van Herk & the Ottawa

Intensifier Project. 2006: Bulgin, Elford. Harding, Henley. Power & Walters, 2008: Van
Herk & the MUN Intensifier Project, 2009) suggest that speakers are aware of the social

ociated with particular variants, and choose accordingly

capital as:
I'his casy accessibility can make intensifiers powerful signals of social identity,
particularly in situations where social categories can index different constituents of
identity. Bulgin et al. (2008), found that gender practice is “locally constituted™ (p. 114).
with gender differences minimized in urban settings, but more pronounced in suburban
and rural arcas: thus the speakers in a given community are actively involved in setting

the standard for what counts as *feminine” and ‘masculine’ speech behaviour. With

respect Lo sexuality, Tagliamonte & Uscher (2009) report that, although rates of overall

jon between queer young Torontonians (aged 16-28) are generally comparable

intensifi

es that set themselves

to their straight peers, the straight men are making linguistic choic

and queer and straight women). They also find

apart from the other groups (queer mel
that male-female differences are minimized in the queer community, and that the rates of
use in the queer community remain more stables over time than those of the broader
straight community.

Brown (2009). in a study examining intensifier use by trans women in Toronto.

finds an overall lower rate of intensification than in the cissexual population (Table 5.3).
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Table 5.3: Overall rates of intensification
in Toronto (adapied from Brown, 2009)

Yo Total N
trans women 30 1982
cis women 41 1770
cis men 40 1770

She

also reports that trans women use s0 at rates comparable (o cissexual men, and preiy

his

at rates comparable (o cissexual women (Table 5.4). This suggests that trans women are

avoiding the use of both gendered form:

rather than adopting the feminine-marked

Table 5.4: Distribution of common variants by spe:
gender (adapted from Brown, 2009)

really very pretty so

% N % N % N % N
trans women 9 185 5 107 6 114 3 57
cis men 13109 7 57 9 78 3033
cis women 12111 1094 437 10 87

variants. However, since the trans women are using uniformly lower rates of’
intensification, this may in fact be an artifact of low numbers rather than a product of

choi

sociolinguisti

5.2.2 Downtoners and litotes
As mentioned above, there have been no serious attempts at variationist study of the use

of downtoners and litotes, in part because they do not seem to be as socially stratified as

ifiers (Sali Tagli pe). Downtoners are considered part of the family of

intensifiers. and are known variably by different names, among them compromisers

(Quirk ctal., 1985) and moderators (Paradis, 1997).
Nevalainen & Rissanen (2002) examined the diachronic development of two

English downtoners, fairly and pretty. They report that fairly (> feegere/fwgerlice) was

used as an attenuator as far back as Old E»

glish, while pretty (>preettig/peetig) does not
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h. While the two modifiers

cts until Middle Englis

begin to show any weakening eff

underwent different processes of grammaticalization, they have equally come to be used

as downtoners in contemporary Englis
The use of litotes as downtoners has not, to the best of my knowledge, been

Van der Wouten (1996) argues that

ic study of downtoners

included in any sociolinguis

such that not unhappy falls somewhere

litotes establishes a gray zone between two poles.

between happy and unhappy. This agrees with Jespersen’s (1924) idea that a double

negative expre: weak positive, that the longer (doubly negated) form is always weaker

than the shorter (non-negated) form. Krifka (2007) explores three different models to

The first echoes van der Wouten in

explain the pragmatic weakening effect of litote:

le. The second

that it posits a zone of indifference between the two extreme ends of a s
relies on fuzzy agreement between speakers as to where the boundary between antonyms
lies: he argues that, under this model, “antonym pairs exhaust their semantic space™
(p-169). and that speakers use double negation to negotiate this uncertainty. The third is
an adaptation of Levinson’s (2000) M theory. which essentially claims that “marked
expressions tend to have marked meanings™ (Krifka 2007, p. 169): that is, people use

I needs to be

longer forms when

ic tradition views the use of litotes as a

Whatever the speaker motivation, lingui:

means of expressing a somewhat weaker form of an adjective than the positive version

s a form of

(van der Wouten, 1996). For this study. then. I will consider litotes

downtoner, and simply treat it as another variant. It would be interesting to examine

beyond the scope of this project.

s a variable in and of itself, but thi

litote:




5.3 Methodology
Working within a variationist paradigm requires that researchers adhere to the Principle
of Accountability (e.g.. Labov, 1972: Tagliamonte. 2006): we must consider all of the

contexts where a variable could have occurred but does not, as well as those in which it

does oceur. For our purposes, this means identifying and extracting all intensifiable (or

adiectival heads, reg of whether or not they have been modificd

ctive is

Certain contexts are excluded, however, such as when the adj
unintensifiable:
(44)  we got an electric fridge (speaker 8)
when it is part of a fixed expression that has little to no variation:
45)  we're 0 good 10 go (speaker C)
100 bad you didn’t catch that guy (speaker 3)
when it is in a comparative or superlative form:

(46)  why don’t you take the bus, the bus is O cheaper (speaker 7)

ours were a little more traditional (speaker 3)

when the adverbial is modifying anything other than an adjectival phrase:
(47)  that didn’t go so well (speaker 2)

she’s like right on the edge of the bed (speaker H)

and any i ible or i
(48)  that was a really- a really good (inc) (speaker d)
A substantial departure from the methodology of previous variationist studies of

intensifiers is the inclusion of negative contexts. Ito & Tagliamonte (2003) justity their

exclusion of negative contexts by limiting their study to strict intensifie:

section 5.1.3. negated intensifiers acts as litotes. which for the purposes of this study are
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sified as downtoners. Because this study examines gender effects of downtoners as

well as those of intensifiers, the negative contexts (both modified and bare) are included.

5.3.1 Social factors

itis coded for gender, which in this

Each token is coded for relevant factors. Chiefly,
study can be classified into one of six categories: trans women, trans men, queer women,
queer men, straight women and straight men. As discussed in chapter two, all
participants are considered to be part of the same age category. so this is not included as a
social factor.  Furthermore, because of the socioeconomic homogeneity of the

participants in this study, other common social factors (such as education, socioeconomic

dered in this

us, job) are not cons analy

5.3.2 Data anal

I'he extracted and coded tokens are examined in two ways: distributionally, and using

multivariate analysis. The statistical (multivariate) examination is conducted using

Goldvarb LION (Sankoff, Tagliamonte & Smith, 2012), a variable rule analysis program

will be presented

designed for sociolinguistics analysis. The findings for these analyses

s the s s reflects the significance of the distributional one.

side by side, a atistical analy:

54 Results

crs and downtoners,

I will begin by discussing the overall rates of use for both inten:
before turning to a closer examination of both. I will focus on the majority variants, as

is most fruitful, and where the number of tokens for cach

this is where statis

ical analysi

variant is high enough that I can make generalizations with some confidence. 1 will
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present both distributional and statistical results for overall rates of use. before moving on

1o the separate analyses of intensifiers and downtoners.

5.4.1 Overall rates of use

ing cither intensifiers or s

Figure 5.1 presents overall rates of modification (u

Rates of intensification are higher overall than rates of downtoning, and there

by gende
is a slight trend towards an inverse relationship between the two methods of

. There is no

increases, ing decreas

generally, 4

rates of downtoning are

perfect 1:1 relationship, however, as the speakers with the low

the trans women, who fall towards the lower end of the intensification spectrum as well.

35

30 ®intensifiers
8 25 downtoners
3
6 20
e
K 15
< 10

5

0
straight straight trans queer queer trans
women women men women men

(MItF) (Ftm)

gender
Figure 5.1: Overall modification by gender

T'he overall patterning of the gender groups is interesting for a number of reasons.

s cluster together at the low end for intensification, and at

ieht-identified speal

the high end for downtoner use. Quecr-identified speakers also cluster together with

s of intensifier use. somewhat higher than their straight pe they

almost identical rat

ble rates of use, hat lower than their straight peers.

also have

The transsexual speakers, however, are split: trans women use intensifiers at rates
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comparable to their straight peers, while the trans men are using considerably more

intensification than anyone else.

T'able 5.5 provides the results of the multivariate analy howing which gender

groups favour and disfavour both intensifiers and downtoners, overall. The factor weight

(W) reflects the degree to which a given gender favours (numbers greater than 0.50) or

disfavours (less than 0.50) that particular variant. Here, we see that intensification is

and moderately disfavoured by straight men: s

moderately favoured by trans me:

queer, and trans women, and trans men, neither particularly favour it nor dis|

Modification by gender — incl. @ variant

downtoned
0.233 | cor. mean = 0.084
total N = 5969 total N = 5969
gender 3 N[ FW o N
trans men 0.61 v, 1000 | 0.50 8.5 1000
queer women 0.53 255 1000 [ 0.53 9.4 1000
queer men 052 246 998 | 048 7.9 998
straight women 046 202 999 | 0.54 9.7 999
trans women 046 205 972 | 036 49 972
straight men 0.43 185 1000 | 0.58 11.1 1000
range 18 22

With respect to downtoning, it is the straight informants and the queer women

who favour it, trans and queer men who are essentially neutral on the matter, and trans

women who quite strongly 50, the downtoners show a greater range than

intensifiers: this suggests that downtoning is the more strongly conditioned of the two.

Of course, this is a very crude organization of the data, as both the variables of
intensification and downtoning comprise several different variants. 1 will address cach

one in greater detail in the following sections. Section 5.4.2 will describe the findings for

intensificrs, and section 5.4.3 will cover downtoners.
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5.4.2 Inten:

‘Table 5.6 provides a summary of how often cach of the majority variants was used by

cach of the gender categories. For example, of all of the intensified tokens produced by

25.7% with really, 4% with pretty.

fied with ver

straight women, 21.8% were intens

Table 5.6: Rates of use of common intensifier variants by
gender — excl. © and downtoners

very really  pretty so
straight women 218 257 4.0 20.3

straight men 10.3 14.7 6.0
queer women 19.0 s 14.6
queer men 254 3.7 20.1
trans women (MtF) 25.6 55 55
trans men (FtM) 157 6.3 8.5

and 20.3% with so. Excluded from this table are all instances of the O variant
(unintensified contexts), and all other intensifiers. This information is presented
graphically as well, in Figure 5.2.

Several things are prominent in the data. First, the use of precty is uniformly low

across the gender groups, with the exception of straight men, who use it almost three

P ——t —o=very

2 really

15 pretty

10 \F =50

% rate of use

straight  straight  queer  queer  trans trans men
women  men  women men  women (FtM)
gender (MtF)

Figure 5.2: Intensifier variant choice by gender
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times as often as anyone else. This supports the previous findings (e.g.. Tagliamonte,
2008) that this is the variant preferred by young men: however, it also expands on these

findings. in that it is clearly the variant of choice for straight young men. Queer men

show the lowest rates of use of all speakers.

cond. there is generally quite high use of the variant reafly, with the exception

of queer men. Interestingly, trans men use this variant the most. at rates higher even than

queer women. This may suggest that they are using it to distance themselves from queer

men, although it is not obvious why they would be doing this, given the high degree of

pation that the OTC trans men have in the queer community. It is also worth

par
noting that really is the variant that shows the greatest disparity between queer men and

queer women, much more than between straight men and straight women. This

contradicts Tagliamonte & Uscher ates of really use

5 (2009) findings in Toronto, wher

for queer men and queer women were tightly grouped, and fell between those for s

aight
men and straight women.
A third pattern of note in the distributional data is the curious parallel between

and so, across the cissexual grou

To the best of my knowledge. this has not been

observed before, and is strongly

uggestive that so. as the most recent and innovative of

the intensifies

s, is poised 1o take on the social duties of very, the oldest — and presumably

waning

ariant. That very continues to be used with slightly higher frequency than so

s unsurprising, given that very has been in play for considerably longer.

With respect to the trans

s quite telling that both trans men and

women have uniformly low rates of use of so and pretty, the two variants that have

shown the most robust gender differences in ci al studies. Clearly, both trans men

and trans women are able to avoid the inappropriately gendered variants - so for trans
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men. and prerty for trans women — but they have not adopted the other one. This is
evidence of negative (avoidance). but not positive (adoption). identity practice.

is interesting to compare the results for straight women and queer

Finally. i
women, with those for straight men and queer men. While the percentages are not
identical between the two groups of women, the order of preference is consistent: preity
is used the least, followed by so and very. with really being used the most. By contrast,

infrequently:

the variants that straight men use frequently are the ones that queer men us
while they are not exactly inverses of each other. it is nevertheless clear that these two
groups of men are using different intensifiers to signal their identities.

of the four variants, there are two distinct

T'urning now to the statistical analysi:

stem within cach of

ways that the data can be considered: assuming a coherent gender
the variables, or assuming a coherent system for cach gender group across the variables.

omething different to the

1 will briefly examine both, as each approach contribut

analysis. 1 begin with Table 5.7, then, which shows the factor weights across genders for

cach of the variables very, really. prety, and so.

Table 5.7: Variant choice by gender — excl. O

very really pretty 0

cor. mean = 0.190 | cor. mean=0.253 | cor. mean = 0.057 | cor. mean=0.113

total N = 1400 total N = 1400 total N = 1400 total N = 1400
gender F Yo N FW % N FW N W Yo N

218 202 | 0.51 257 202 (041 4 202 | 0.67 203

2ht women
103 184 | 0.5 25 184 [074 147 184 | 033

19 253 [0.54 28.1 253 (047 5.1 253

queer men 254 244|035 152 244 {039 37 244

rans women 0.6 256 199 [049 246 199 049 55 199

trans men 044 157 318 | 0.6 333 318053 63 318
range 27 25 I 35

are pretty and so. which

T'he two variants with the las

with previous studies. Straight men are the only speakers that favour the use of pretiy,
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and conversely disfavours the use of so. By contrast, so is preferred by stra

ight women
and queer men and women, all of whom disfavour prefry. The trans speakers are

essentially neutral on the use of prerry,

howing neither much of a favouring or

wouring ¢

disfavouring effect. They both show d cts for the use of so, with trans

women showing a stronger aversion. The only variant actually favoured by trans women
is ver

. which in previous research has been associated with oldes

speakers (Tagliamonte,

2008). The only variant favoured by trans men is really. which is more associated with
younger speakers (Tagliamonte, 2008).

Looking at the data sliced the other way. where the underlying patterns for cach

gender group are examined across variants

rev a somewhat different picture (see

Table 5.8). Here, the FW indicates which variant a particular group is favoured or

disfavoured to use, and the range gives an estimate of how important variation in
Table 5.8: Gender by variant choice — excl. O
straight women | queer women trans women
corr. mean = 0.140 | corr. mean=0.180 | corr. mean = 0.137
total N = 1400 total N = 1400 total N = 1400
FW % N |FW % N |[FW % N
054 161 274 [[049] 175 274 274
051 144 361 [[0.53] 197 361 361
038 9.0 88 [[044] 148 88 88
s 065 233 176 [[055] 21 176 176
otherint.__ 044 114 501 | [048] 168 S0 501
range 27
straight men queer men trans men
corr. mean =0.121 | corr. mean=0.166 | corr. mean = 0.22
total N = 1400 total N = 1400 total N = 1400
FW % N |[FW % N 3 N
very 035 69 274 | 0.60 226 274 274
really 052 127 361 | 037 102 36l 361
pretty 076 307 88 | 037 102 88 88
s0 033 62 176 | 0.66 278 176 176
otherint.___0.58 162 501 | 051 174 501 501
range 43 29
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intensifier use is to cach group. Numbers in square brackets were selected as statistically

non-significant.

The principal point to take away from this analysis is that variant choice is non-

ction of so

significant for queer women, despite the sel ignificant in the previous
analysis. That is to say, queer women neither favour nor disfavour any of the variants.
meaning that no particular variant is associated with the performance of a queer woman
identity. By contrast, variant choice is very strongly associated with the straight male

identity: chiefly, the use of pretty and the avoidance of so and very. In all other aspects.

the two analyses give results that are comparable. suggesting that they are fairly accurate

5431

pwntoners and litotes
T'able 5.9 presents the rates of use of the common downtoning variants by gender: kind

of. litotes, pretty, and a little (bit). Note that the variant a little (bit) is a collapsed form

that includes a little. a bit, and a little bit. These have been combined because they show

Table 5.9: Rates of use of common downtoner variants
by gender (%) — excl. © and intensi

alittle
gender litotes kind of  pretty  (bit)
straight women 312 26.9 75 9.7
ight men 333 288 14.4 54
queer women 359 250 152 33
queer men 316 16.5 1.4 8.9
trans women 298 128 64 85
trans men 165 424 1.8 9.4

similar distribution across the gender categories, and express

same type of

downtoning: namely, a reduction in quantity of the modified adjective’s overall quality

‘The data are also presented in graphic form, in Figure 5.3

Generally speaking, there is much less variety in the use of downtoners than in the
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use of intensifiers. The most common variant overall is the use of litotes, which shows

fairly consistent values except for trans men, who use it roughly half as often as the other
groups. Their preferred vairant is kind of, by a considerable margin. In fact. trans men
overall have the most distinct distribution of variants, with the crossover between kind of
and litotes.

The use of kind of (which includes the reduced form kinda) shows some varicty

as
40
35
9 ~—é—kind of
3 30
° s litotes
g 2
- retty
® 15 pretty
b W —=alittle (bit)
5

straight straight queer queer trans  trans
women men women men women men

gender

igure 5.3: Downtoner variant choice by gender

across groups, with trans women and queer men using it the least. The comparably low
rates of kind of between queer men and trans women may suggest that it is a particularly
straight downtoning strategy, although this may be influenced by generally low rates of

downtoning overall (as seen in Figure 5.1 above).

Because of overall low rates of use, it is not possible to present a statistical

ible to determine which

analysis of the use of downtoners. Consequently. it is not pos

L itis worth

if any — of the findings are

the distributional finding:
The use of prety as a downtoner is worth commenting on, if only because it has

well. As noted above, it is difficult to determine with 100%

fier, a

as an inten:




certainty whether the variant is used as an intensifier or a downtoner. Since the data was

extracted and coded directly from the recordings. rather than from transcripts, and

ause | was the interviewer in all of the interviews and I was at the very least an

® downtoner

16
1 intensifier
g12
210
o 8
T 6
® 4
2
0
straight  straight  queer queermen trans  trans men
women  men  women women
gender
Figure 5.4: Use of "pretty" as intensifier and
downtoner
of all of the participants, T made the intensifi judgment based
on prosodic. pragmatic. and cues in the ion. Familiarity with the

speakers makes this the best-of-a-bad-lot approach: whether they are talking about a
pretty good movie as a must-see cinematic masterpiece, or as a so-so way to spend an
afternoon can only really be determined by the entirety of the speech act. While this

makes it difficult to replicate empirically. it is in many ways the most natural way to

make such a di

tinction, and certainly the most practical one for a study such as this.

a downtoner.

Figure 5.4 compares the rates of use of pretty as an intensifier and

uggesting that

Unsurprisingly. straight men use it at comparable rates for both variables
for them. it is an all-purpose modifier. Similarly. trans women use it at comparable rates,

albeit much lower. All other groups use preity as a downtoner much more than as an

intensifier, with queer women in particular downtoning at high rates.
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Discussion

As expected, given previous studies of intensifiers, prery is strongly with

straight men, and so is strongly associated with straight women.  So is also favoured by

queer men, as is very. In fact, very and so pattern in parallel, except with the transsexual

speakers. Both trans men and trans women are avoiding the use of the heavily gender-

marked forms, while trans women use really and very at roughly equal rates, and trans

men use really twice as often as very. Queer women show no stati
preference for any of the variants.

Taken as a whole, the data suggest that straight men are using the system ol

10 position S s in i to the “other”, where the “other’ is

defined y as * I'. Given the social capital associate

the most to

with heteronormative masculinity, this is hardly surprising: straight men hav

lose by being perceived as queer. Men who are active in the queer community are clearly

comfortable being perceived as queer, and several of the trans men in the OTC explicitly

'he

state that they are fine with being seen as gay. as long as theyre seen as

1y men.

similaritics between rates of use for queer and straight women suggest that they see little

social status ated with being seen as either queer or straight, so do not need to

s0¢

differentiate themselves through the use of intensifiers.

The question of whether straight men are directly avoiding sounding “gay”, or are

is an intere

avoiding some other index of affect or stance that, in turn, inde: gay ing

one. As Ochs (1992, 1993) points out, gender — and, by extension, presumably sexuality
is seldom about gender (and sexuality) alone. However, as discussed in chapter three, a

is of inde

detailed analy icality, direct or otherwise, is beyond the scope of this paper

Intensifier use in the transsexual participants supports the idea that negative
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identity practice  that of avoiding inappropriately gender-marked forms — is more useful
than positive identity practice — the adoption of the norms of their identified gender.

Whether this is a question of accessibility (for example, trans men being aware that prey

is associated with straight men) or one of efficiency (for example. if adopting the use of
pretiy nets trans men social capital that they don’t already have by avoiding the use of s0)
cannot be determined from this data, but poses interesting questions for future rescarch.

With respect to downtoners, this study supports previously accepted ideas that

there is less variation than there is with intensifiers. Nevertheless, there are a few
interesting things that can be gleaned from examining downtoners. First, it scems that

tematic way to differentiate between gender groups,

downtoners are not used ina s
although queer men and trans women can be grouped loosely. as can straight women,
straight men, and queer women. Trans men show a different pattern than the other
aroups. with a reversal between kind of and litotes. There are generally low rates of use
of pretty and a little (bit), with the only differentiation happening with straight men and
queer women.

I'he parallel patterning between trans women and straight men for the use ol

(, it may be that trans women have retained the

pretty may suggest one of two things. Fi
patterning of straight men and reduced the rates; alternatively. it could be that trans
women are simply avoiding the use of pretty in any context.

With both intensifiers and downtoners, trans men show patterns of use that are
quite different from those of the other gender groups, including trans women. They avoid
the use of the most prominently gender-marked forms (intensifiers prefy and so). as do
trans women, but trans men show a strong preference for really and kind of. and quite

strong avoidance of very and litotes. This argues that trans men and trans women are
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doing substantially different things linguistically to differentiate between themselve:

there i not a uniform “trans” grammar that is a simple hybrid between maseuline and

feminine models.

5.6 Conclusion

The er extent, of downtoners — is an informative

tudy of intensifiers — and. to a le:

strategy for investigating gender in a given community. While sex has emerged as a

significant factor in other studies, I have shown here that a non-binary division of gender

shows the degree to which intens

iers are an accessible means of identity and community

expression. The simple division of male and female glosses over a host of socially

relevant identitie: sed.

and the way that those identities are expres:
The distinction between queer and straight identities, for example. is of signal
importance to men, but not to women. Straight men have their own preferred intensifier,

pretry, which is not used at comparable rates by any other group: furthermore. they show

low rates of use of so (which is a markedly feminine intensifier) and of very (which also

tends to pattern with so). By contrast, queer and straight women show a very similar
distribution of the majority variants, suggesting that neither feels the need to separate
themselves from the other.

Previous research has found that gender differences are neutralized in the queer

as d 1o in the | | mai Thi

broadly to be

true in Ottawa as well: although there are differences between queer men and women.
those differences are smaller in general than those between straight men and women.
The transs

xual speakers as a whole avoid the overtly gender-marked variants

pretty and so, but show differences with respect to each other with very and really. Trans

87



women use very and really at rates that are roughly comparable to those used by straight

and queer women, while trans men seem to be charting their own course. This is echoed

in the findings with downtoners, where again, trans men show the reverse of other

genders with respect to kind of and litotes.

cial capital as a

Altogether. these findings point to the importance of's

by being mis-identificd?

ic choice: who has the most to los

determinant in linguis
Straight men stand to lose a great deal by being perceived as queer men. so they fall back
on a pattern that is unique to them. Trans women stand to lose even more by being

mis

ad as men, and so approximate intensifier use by women (with the exception of low

“Trans men, on the other hand, are often able to

rates of so. which I will return to shortly).

sily than trans women, thanks in large part to the physical effects of

P

s more ¢
testosterone therapy. Freed from the pressing need to perform their gender to the same

of

extent that trans women do, trans men are able to be more creative in their us

intensifiers and downtoners. Where trans women risk being perceived as men in drag

(which is always incorrect and unacceptable). trans men are more likely to be perceived

s queer (a label they are generally fine with). Consequently, trans men are able to be

innovative where trans women tend to be conservative.

The avoidance of so by trans speakers and straight men points to the relative

usefulness of positive and negative identity practices. Negative identity practices — in

seems (o be more productive

particular, the avoidance of forms with unwanted indices —

than positive ones — the adoption of forms indexing the “right’ things. Straight men avoid
anything that might be perceived of as feminine or queer, and trans speakers avoid

itive identity practice

anything that is a particularly strong signal of gender at all. If pos

its negative counterpart, trans women should be expected to

were as fruitful a strategy as
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is not the case, I am able to conclude that

wholeheartedly adopt the use of so. Since this

negative identity practice is the most immediately useful strategy for presenting gender

alient marker such as intensifiers.




Chapter 6

Suprasegmental variable: prosody

6.1 Introduction

Commentary on the gendered use of prosodic variation has been around for more than a
century. Early observations (c.g., White, 1891; Howells, 1906; Jespersen, 1922) were

particularly harsh on the speech of women, emphasizing its excessive range of pitch and

emotionality. These negative connotations have persisted well into the 20" century, (e.g.

LakofT, 1973: Tannen, 1991), but more recent work has begun to investigate the uses that

prosodic variation can serve in the creation and presentation of identity (e.g.. Gaudio,

1994: McLemore, 1991). The trans

il participants in the OTC uniformly agree that

pitch and intonation patterns — in other words, prosodic differences — are key to

differentiating the speech of men from that of women. In particular, they report that one
of the most important facets of adapting their language use as part of their transition is to

train themselves 1o use more gender-appropriate prosodic contou

'he reality of studying prosody empirically s that it is a complicated
phenomenon to measure acoustically. Different studies adopt different definitions of

prosody

and measure generally only one or two possible phonetic correlates, such as

pitch variation, stress, rhythm, and volume. A serious disadvantage to decomposing the

cumulative effect of prosody into a series of independent phenomena is that, if the overall

cognitive processing of prosody involves all or s

everal of these cues, then measuring
them independently may very well be missing the bigger picture of how speakers use

prosody as a linguistic ool

For this study. | am leaving the strict definition of prosody — and the acoustic cues
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by which speakers create and listeners interpret prosodic effects — under-determined

However, a broad definition that is

useful to bear in mind is that prosody is the
intonational tune, or melodic property. of speech: the ups and downs. the highs and lows.

the stresses and the pauses.

Because of the difficulty in measuring prosodic variation, I have elected to use

listener impressions as a metric for ass

ssing speaker variation. Consequently. this is a
study of how much variation people perceive, rather than how speakers actually produce

it. Listener-judges rated a series of digitally altered segments taken from the interviews.

with y vague instructions as to what ituted prosodic variation (see

Appendix C for the written instructions provided to the judges). This allowed the judges

alient

to determine which cues to attend to: in other words, they defined the most s
factors for themselves. Potential pitfalls and benefits from adopting this approach are

discussed in the following sections.

I will begin by outlining some of the previous research conducted on the
sociolinguistic and acoustic properties of prosody. before turning to a discussion of this
project in greater detail: the methodology 1 used, and the findings. T will conclude with a
discussion of these findings.

6.2 Prev h

us resea

While several rescarchers have investigated pitch as a phonetic component of intonation
(see Henton, 1989 & 1995 for a discussion of these), focus has often been on age changes
in 10 and on differences associated with particular languages. LakofT brought the
gendered nature of prosody back into focus for linguistic analysis. drawing attention to

the us

(wo prosodic variables: ¢ of high-rising terminals by young women (1973). and the
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(1975: 56). The high-rising terminal (HRT)

tendency for women to “speak in italics

refers to the declarative use of a rising intonation at the end of a sentence. more

commonly associated with questions. This pattern is known by several names (c.¢

several varicties of

uptalk. upspeak. rising inflection, eic.), and has been observed in

c.g., Guy & Vonwiller, 1984), where it is

English, perhaps most notably in Australian (:

used by men as well as by women, and seems to lack the associations with hesitancy and

Clearly. then, the social

uncertainty that Lakof attributes o it in American Engli
meaning indexed by the use of HRT is heavily, if not entirely, context-dependent.

_akofT"s second prosodic claim, that women speak in italics, is interpreted by

i.e.. more frequent

Henton (1989) to mean that “women speak with greater emphas

amplitude and pitch changes™ (p. 300). LakofT's data are largely introspective and

ancedotal, and do not have much by way of empirical evidence. More rigorous, scientific
studies of prosody (c.g.. de Pinto & Hollien. 1982: Graddol, 1986) tend to support the
intuitive claim that women have more varied prosody than men.

Towever, Henton (1989, 1995) has taken issue with these studies. noting
methodological differences between studies that make broad generalizations problematic
Furthermore, she criticizes such studies for using a pitch scale of absolute (linear) values,
measured in hertz. Henton argues that this is misleading, because “the ear is known to
judge pitch range not by measuring hertz, but by using a logarithmic, [or] non-linear
scale, such as semitones™ (1989: 301). Her own research uses such a scale, one that is

based on pitch interval rather than absolute pitch, and examines both pitch range between

men and women, and pitch dynamism — that is. the magnitude of variation present, and

atistically significant differences

how quickly pitch actually changes. She finds no s

between the speech of men and that of women, although she concedes that “little is
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known about which acoustic cues are used by listeners as perceptual criteria to judge
long-term pitch as high or low™ (1989: 307). So while Henton focuses on pitch and pitch
dynamism, she acknowledges that what listeners respond to may be more involved than
what she measures. Fitzsimmons, Sheahan & Staunton (2001) investigate gender
differences in both pitch properties and speech rate, and find significant differences
between men and women. They report that men speak more quickly than women overall,
and when producing interrogative utterances, they increase their rate of speech
significantly as compared to declaratives (while women do not). They also note that men
make use of a significantly larger pitch range, in contrast to both general intuition and

previous finding:

More recently. researchers have begun to examine the stereotype that gay men
have pitch properties that mirror those of heterosexual women (see Gaudio, 1994 for a
detailed discussion of much of the extant literature). Baeck, Corthals & Van Borsel
(2011) present a study explicitly examining this stereotype, and find that, while gay men

have s antly higher FOs and pitch variation than heterosexual men, they

nevertheless have significantly lower values than that of heterosexual females. In other

words, gay men are not simply aping straight women: rather, they are using pitch

in their own way. Gaudio’s (1994) study asks listeners to rate speech

characteristic:

samples from cight males (four gay, four straight) on perceptual scales of straight/ga

effemi line, reserved ional, and aff

y. His findings ccho the
idea that prosodic cues may be more involved than simple pitch: “overall pitch range and

pitch variability do not by themselves crucially affect whether or not a man will be

perecived as *sounding gay™ (p. 53). Like Henton, he acknowledges that the pereeptual

cues for intonation and prosody are likely much more complex than what his study is able
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to measure
Studics that adopt an impressionistic methodology in the study of prosody tend to

look mainly at pitch (e.g., Gi

wdio, 1994), and generally explore attitudinal stances to

pitch propertic

rather than a direct assessment of the pitch properties themselves.

Aronovotich (1976) finds that listeners judge male speakers on the variability of their

loudness and piich, while they judge female speakers

on the average of their loudness and

pitch. Rogers & Smyth (2003) examine the effect of pitch on listener’s pereeption of

(male) speaker sexuality (i.c..

gay or straight), and find no statistically significant
correlation. Likewise, Levon (2007) uses speech samples, digitally manipulated to
change the pitch range. and finds that the relationship between pitch variation and a
listener’s impression of speaker sexuality can not be reliably reduced to one or two
variables.

One downside of these approaches is that they are investigating the meanings that
listeners associate with prosodic (pitch) variation, rather than the perception of the

variation itself. By presenting a set of affective scales of personality/identity traits (such

as gay/straight, assertive/submissive, friendly/unfriendly). researchers are able to probe
specific attitudes. but they do not get at the degree to which listeners perceive the

presence (or absence) of prosodic variation. Additionally, much as with instrumental

studies. they generally focus on only one or two aspeets of prosody, which may be

effectively forcing listeners to make judgments using only aspects of prosody that are not

particularly salient to them.

It should also be noted that in the majority of the previous studics, spe

h samples
were taken from read specch rather than spontancously spoken speech. This is

rcher to control for context, lexical

methodologically simpler, as it allows the res
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frequency. and speaker dysfluencies. However, it is overly simplistic to assume that read

and spontancous speech are directly comparable. Howell & Kadi-Hanifi's (1991) study

comparing the two modes of speech finds that, at least with respect to tone units, stresses

‘material that has been read cannot be regarded as representative of

and pauses

spontancous speech™ (p. 169). Although they are not looking at pitch. they are

nevertheless working within a prosodic framework. investigating other elements of
prosodic variation.

Ins

um. then, research on prosodic variation has tended to focus on pitch
properties. while simultancously acknowledging that pitch properties alone are most

studies that were

likely not the sole source of relevant input for listeners. Earl

impressionistic and subjective (e.g., Jespersen, 1922: Key, 1972) tend to describe

women'’s voices as having more prosodic variation than men. often couched in

androcentric opinion about the inferiority of women’s voices generally. Later studies.
adopting a more quantitative approach, find little sex difference in pitch, and what

diff

crences there are tend to suggest that men are more dynamic than women.
Nevertheless, popular opinion still argues that women have more expressive and dynamic

prosodics than men

Since T am primarily interested in how prosodically variable speakers are

perceived to be, T am using listener impressions of speech samples rather than

instrumental measurements. Unlike previous impressionistic studies, however. I am less

concerned with the opinions and attitudes of the listeners towards the speakers: rather. [
am interested in whether men or women, queer people or straight people. trans or cis, are

perceived as being more or less prosodically dynamic than one another. 1 will use

judge’s ratings as a metric for speakers’ prosodic variation, since any social meaning that
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only relevant if it is detected by listeners.

prosody carric:

63 Methodology

uss it

omewhat unconventional. I will dis

Because the methodology used in this study

step-by-step, so that it can be more casily reproduced.

Selection of recordings

In cach of the six gender categories, the four highest-quality recordings were chosen for

use in this study. Samples of speech were isolated and extracted from cach of these

age, in which the speaker

recordings, from three different contexts: an explanatory pa
has no particular emotional engagement in the material: part of a funny story. excluding

ics of non-

actual laughter, as this study is not interested in the perceptual characteri:

 cues; and a passage where the speaker is discussing something personal, or

linguis

hort samples of

something they have an emotional stake in. This yielded a total of 72
specch, cach between 9 and 12 seconds in duration. For the sake of making dircet

speakers and gender groups, 1 excluded passages containing questions

comparison acro:

(cither direct or tag), as well as passages with direct reported speech, or containing

speech from anyone other than the participant.

6.3.2 Stimuli preparation

stop Hann band filter in Praat

Next, I anonymized cach of these samples using a s

quencies from 500 to 16 000 Hz

(Boersma & Weenink, 2012), filtering over a range of fiy

(smoothing at 100 Hz). This made the speech itself unintelligible, while maintaining the

pitch properties, rhythm and tempos of the utterance, thus climinating the possibility that
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listeners might be making judgments according to the lexical content. rather than to the
prosodic properties. Using Audacity (Audacity Team, 2010), cach sample was amplificd

10 approximately the same volume, to make the samples more directly comparable. The

amplitude peaks and troughs were maintained in this process: the amplitude was simply

s the board.

increased acro:

_abov, 2010) posit

Farlier studies (e.g.. sh & Boberg, 2006: Boberg, 2008: Clarke

in Canadian

regional differenc inglish, which may include different prosodic patterns.
To minimize this possible confound, I limited judges to people from Ontario. In total, 12
judges were recruited, mostly from eastern and southeastern Ontario, using a friend-of-a-
friend networking strategy. Both queer and straight people were recruited. approximately
balanced for gender, and covering a wide age range.

634 Listening task

Fach digital file was given a unique four-character code according to a double-blind

scheme, so that the distribution of files across different playlists would be random. Nine

ted in iTunes (Apple, 2012), such that each playlist was

playlists of 24 segments were ¢

different than the other eight, and each file occurred on three playlists. Listeners were

asked to rate cach segment on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from very flat to very

dynamic, according to the loose definitions provided in the instructions. The instructions
were deliberately vaguc, so as not to overly influence the judges” ratings by indicating

which cues they should be attending to.

cipant in this portion of the s

Lincluded myself as udy. rating all 72

apa
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anonymized samples using the same scale as the naive listeners. Because of the
anonymization technique and the randomization, I was unable to identify any of the
speech samples as belonging to any particular speaker, ensuring that I, too, was
responding solely to the prosodic contours, as were the other judges. I chose to

Al analy

participate primarily (o increase the number of ratings available for statisti
there was a limited pool of native Ontarians to draw from in Newfoundland and

Labrador.

Likert seale was converted to a numeric scale ranging from 1 (very fla) to 7 (very

dynamic), and the five scores for cach segment were pooled and averaged, and a standard

ion caleulated. This provided both an estimate of how flat or dynamic the judges

ch segment to be, as well as the degree of agreement between judges.

Next, the segments were grouped according to context (expository. funny.

personal) and gender, and were compared between groups, in three configuration:
grouped by gender, grouped by context, and grouped by both context and gender. | ran

ANOVAS to determine the statistical significance of the between-group differences: the

findings are presented in the next section.

0.4 Res

First, I will report on inter-rater reliability, as without a reasonably high degree of

s that

agreement between judges, there can be little validity to the statistical analys

follows. 1 will then discuss the findings according to cach of the three configurations.
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6.4.1 Inter-rater reliability

more than half of th

As Figure 6.1 show gments have standard deviations that fall

between 0 and 1 (40 out of 72 segments). This means that in the majority of ca:
approximately 70% of the responses were within 1 point of cach other. on the provided
scale of 1 1o 7. Given the vague nature of the instructions, and the fuzzy definition of

prosody provided, this presents quite compelling evidence that speakers share a common

ion. While there are some s r standard

sense of prosodic vari; -gments that showed hig

deviations. on the whole. judges tended to agree about how prosodically variable cach

30
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segment was.

number of occurrences
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Figure 6.1: Inter-rater reliability

6.4.2 Gender

Collapsing the speech samples according to the gender of the speaker shows a

statistically significant correlation between gender and mean rating of dynamism.

F(5.354) = 4.05, p=.001. Table 6.1 shows the mean ratings and standard d
Table 6.2 provides pairwise comparisons of statistical significance. Straight women were
rated as having the most dynamic speech overall, and trans women as having the least

dynamic speech. In fact, the only statistical significance to arise out of the post hoc tests
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Gender St Dev.
straight women 148
queer women 155
trans men 1.81
queer men 1.88
straight men 1.63

1.40

trans women
is between trans women and straight and queer women. This second point. the low rating

for the specch of trans women, may be in part duc to the fact that many trans women, not

generally satisfied with the pitch and overall quality of their voice, often speak fairly

quictly. as well as making conscious efforts to soften their voice. Even though the speech

samples were amplified to control differences in recording volume, there may be

different perceptual cues at different volumes; that is to say. small variations at a low

volume may be more detectable, or carry more social meaning, than the same variations

ata higher volume. Since the instructional definition of prosodic variation was
deliberately vague, it is entirely possible that speaker volume may have an effect on the

perception of prosodic variation.

Table 6.2: Pairwise tests for

straight queer queer trans trans

men women men  women  men
straight women NS NS NS p<.05 NS
straight men NS NS NS NS
queer women NS p<05 NS
queer men NS NS
trans wom NS

It also worth noting that straight and queer men were rated as having relatively
fatter speech than queer or straight women. Several judges, after completing the
listening task. commented that they tended to rate higher-sounding voices are more

dynamic than lower-sounding ones. This may also partly explain the low rating given to
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trans women: while listening to their interviews, I noticed that many were using creaky

voice. Since creak is generally associated with low FO (e.g.. Keller, 2005), there may be

a correlation between creak and low ratings of prosodic variation.
Itis interesting to note that Yuasa (2010) found creaky voice to be associated with
young women, as part of the stylistic presentation of upward mobility in California and

study of voice quality as part of this project. creaky

lowa. Although I did not conduct a
voice did not register as a prominent feature in the interviews with straight or queer
women, while it did in the interviews with trans women. It may be that I simply did not

notice it, or it may be that creaky voice does not carry the same social connotations in

Ottawa as it does in Yuasa's study

6.4.3 Context

Dividing the speech segments into groups according to levels of the speaker’s personal
engagement with the context yielded some interesting findings, given in Table

6.3. There was a significant main effect for context, F(2, 357) = 22.92, p = .000, and post

Table 6.3: Mean rating by context
Context Mean rating St. Dev.
funny 1.56 51
personal 3.92 1.65
expository 318 1.56.

hoc tests revealed that all three groups are significantly different from cach other (Table
6.4). As expected. expository contexts — those with the lowest predicted degree of
emotional engagement — showed the lowest rating, while personal contexts — predicted to

have the highest emotional content — had a higher rating. This supports the intuitive

notion that emotional engagement with the content of speech correlates positively with

prosodic variation. Funny contexts — where the speaker is building up to something
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able 6.4: Pairwise tests for stati:
cal significance

personal  expository
funny p<.05 p<.05
personal p<.05

humourous — have the highest mean rating, suggesting that prosodic variation plays a part

in the performance of humour.

6.44 Gender and context

ociation of women’s speech with both over-emotionalism and

Given the stereotypical

excessive pitch/intonational variation, it is quite possible that men — in particular, straight

men — may have developed communicative strategies to avoid being perceived as
feminine-sounding in emotional contexts. To tease apart this potential interaction, |
examined cach of the ratings of cach context within cach gender group. The results are

presented in Table 6.5.

Table 6.5: Mcan rating by gender and context

Context Mean rating St Dev.  Sig.
iopg Dersonal 4.75 1.62
‘v"";'l:“’e':l‘ funny 4.7 12 N
expository 38 144
— funny 415 13
::f;’l'" 3.6 196 N
personal 3.5 1.48
ooy fumny 44 164
AUEEr - pository 43 166 N
women ¥ 0
personal 13
o unnY 1.68
AUEEr - ersonal 225 s
men
expository 1.00
wans Y 1.50
* personal 127 ¥
women
expository 105
trans_ funny 124
* personal 142y
men ! .
expository 0.83
First, note that the contextual diffc are not statistically significant for all
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groups, only for queer men (F(2, 57) = 6.41, p=.003), for trans women (F

p=.002) and for trans men (F(2, 57) = 47.26. p=.000).

57)=6.67.

Table 6.6 provides pairwisc

comparisons within each of these gender groups. In these three groups, the ranking in

terms how dynamic cach context is remains stable: the most dynamic is the funny

Table 6.6: Pairwise tests for statistical
personal  expository
et
“:‘::I funny NS p<.05
personal NS
) personal _expository
trans
funny NS ped
women
personal p<.05
trans personal _expository
v Tunny p<.0s p<.05
personal p<.05

context, followed by the personal context, and then the expository context is the least

dynamic. This is the ranking observed in the overall context analysis. These three

aroups also have the largest spread from highest to lowest mean scores, which sugg
that they may consciously modulate their prosody contours contextually. Given the very

is not at all

high salience of prosody as a gender marker for trans speakers, thi

: if speakers are consciously aware that can index (or fail to index)

their gender identity casily, they are more likely to pay attention to this aspect of their

speech.

Despite not being selected as statistically significant, the patterning and general
trends for straight women and men and queer women is nevertheless interesting. Straight

men and queer women pattern similarly: crucially, their personal contexts are both

ranked the lowest, while for straight women, personal contexts are ranked the highest.

“This suggests that straight women convey emotional engagement through dynamic use of

prosody. while straight men and queer women express

it through flat prosodic contours.
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6.5 Discussion

sess, owing in part to the long-

The phonetic correlates of prosody are difficult o a

Dilligan & Lynn, 1973; Peppé, 2009).

gnized ity of the (e

By contrast, it is considerably casier to gauge listener perception of prosody as a holistic

ignal to be decomposed into

entity, since this approach does not require the prosodic
discrete, measurable components. Furthermore, in studies such as this one. exactly fow a

person presents Identity X is of less social importance than whether or not the people

around them perceive the X-ness of their identity.

I'ranssexual speakers uniformly claim that women speak with greater intonational

and prosodic variety than men. Trans men report learning to speak with flatter inflection,
and trans women report training themselves to be more dynamic. Trans men are overall
less dynamic than either straight or queer women, but they are nevertheless more
dynamic than straight or queer men. Trans women are apparently the least dynamic. but
as noted above, voice quality may be playing more of a part in perception than the

¢ are conscientious in modulating their pitch, they may be

speakers realize. While th

ceting to also modulate other prosodic indices. This could be partly due to the

ne,

realities of transition for trans women, who get no vocal assistance from hormones, but

rather must train their voices into a higher register. By contrast, trans men generally

experience a significant voice change within six months of starting testosterone

treatments (Brown & Rounsley, 1996: 134-135).

The finding that funny contexts are more dynamic than serious ones is not
particularly surprising. Vocal engagement is often a big part of the success (or failure) of

ajoke: indeed, there is a term — deadpan — for humourists who do not make use of

prosodic variation as part of their performance, suggesting that using flat intonation is
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more marked than using prosody constructively.

T'wo of the pos rategies that speakers use to signal emotional engagement
cither increasing prosodic variation, or decreasing it — show evidence of gendered

preference in this study. Straight men and queer women use flatter-sounding prosodic

cues when discus

ing emotional things, whereas straight women use more dynamic-

sounding cues. Again, this i

not surprising: if the dynamic expression of emotional ups-

and-downs is associated with femininity, then we might expect that straight men would
avoid it, and this is what the evidence shows. The fact that queer men are more dynamic

than straight men in emotional contexts

adds support to the idea that straight men avoid

sounding oo dynamic — dynamic expression of emotion sig

als entirely the wrong

identity. Similarly. queer women may be able to s

enal their non-heterosexuality by
likewise steering clear of excessive displays of emotionality. Itis not that they are trying

to sound like men, but rather that they are trying nof to sound like straight women.

6.6 Conclusion

While the methodology for this study is somewhat unorthodox, I have shown that

meaningful results can be obtained through its

The fact that judges show a high
degree of agreement about what constitutes prosody. even without having a formal

definition to use

1 benchmark, implies that it is a sociolinguistically salient aspect of

gender and identity. Furthermore, the mean ratings reached s

atistical significance in the

majority of cases overall, suggestil

ng that having the judges listen to anonymized and de-

lexified speech samples does not, in fact, impede the impressionistic assessment of

prosodic variation.

carcher

“This study is easily replicable by other res 5. as it is technically quite
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simple to modify the recordings. One disadvantage is that, with fuzzy instructions. it is

are responding to. In using this

impossible to establish exactly which cues listeners

methodology in the future, an exit questionnaire explicitly asking the judges to describe
what eriteria they used in assessing cach sample would be ineredibly useful. If there
were a high degree of agreement between judges. for example, it would provide dircetion
for future acoustic studies of prosodic variation. On the other hand, if there were very

little agreement between judges as to which phonetic cues were relevant to prosody — that

if different speakers attend to different subsets of the cluster of phonetic features

then it could go a long way to explaining the discrepancies between some of the previous

acoustic studies.

Despite its i however, this methodology does allow the listener to

holistically asse s. which is perhaps more realistic. When we listen to

perception

someone speak, we are attuned to more than one or two clements of the speech signal ata
given moment, and it is entirely possible that different listeners weight the various
then. suggests that

clements differently. The high degree of agreement between judge:

holistic and impressionistic judgments on prosodic variation are robust enough that

rescarchers can be confident that judges have tuned into productive indices of speaker

identity
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Chapter 7

on and conclusion

[We] view identity not simply as a psychological mechanism of self-
classification that is reflected in people’s social behavior but rather as
something that is constituted through social action, and especially
through language.

(Bucholtz & Hall, 2005: 588)

71 Introduction
“This study examines three variables that index gender in some way or another: the

. the lexical variable of intensifiers, and the suprasegmental

ble of |

sociophonetic vari

able has a different degree of salience and conscious

variable of prosody. Each var

awareness within the population, with respect to gender differences. In particular, T am

interested in variables that are (or are not) part of the community-level discourse within

the trans community in Ottawa. The overwhelming majority of trans speakers stated
explicitly that prosodic variation is highly correlated with gender, with women having a

more dynamic expression than men. Many of the trans speakers also mentioned that

women use more flowery and descriptive language, which I operationalized through the

use of intensifiers. Nobody expressed a perceived gender difference on a segmental

exual speakers commented on the *gay lisp’,

phonetic level. although a few of the ci
which they were quick to point out was not, in fact, a lisp. but an overall quality of voice

that they could not pin down. The selection of these three variables. taken together,

provides an interesting cross-structural glimpse into the gendered system of linguistic
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choice in Ottawa.
I'he main research question at the outset was one of deliberate language choice:
who do transsexuals look to as a model for gendered linguistic practice? The answer

exactly. Rather than adopt the linguistic norms of any particular

seems to be: no one,
gender group, including participants in the queer community. trans speakers seem to steer
clear of especially gender-marked forms altogether. There are a few possible reasons for

lem in transition, moving from

this. It may be that trans speakers are using a language

the social norms of men to those of women, or vice versa, in parallel with their physical
transition. It may also be due to an incomplete or inaccurate acquisition of genderlect at

Is report that they have always known their bodies were the

an carly age: many transsexua

. 2008), so they may have tried to emulate the speech patterns of

wrong s
their identified gender. rather than that of their biological sex. Alternatively, they could
be selectively choosing which linguistic cues to attend to, creating their own unique
system of expression.

The transsexual participants in the OTC report high degrees of linguistic

s0 I have chosen to interpret these findings

engagement with the practice of gende

T'here are two broad str that speaker

through the lens of identity practice

use in presenting their gender: positive identity practices, such as the adoption of

¢ identity practices, such as the avoidance of inappropriate

appropriate forms; and negat

uggesting

mewhat different picture

ch of the variables I looked at paints

forms.

evidence that everyone

that identity practice is not an all-or-nothing strategy. There i:

not just trans speakers — constructs and modulates their identity through linguistic

performance.
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7.2 Gendered

patterns
There are a few overall trends that emerge in this study. First, the queer men and straight

men in the OTC have quite distinctive linguistic characteristics, suggesting that one or

both of these groups feel the social need to differentiate themselves from the other. There

peech of gay men mirrors that of women (sce ¢.g.

1 widespread notion that the s

Lakoff, 1975: Gaudio. 1994: Smyth & Rogers, 2008). which may account for straight

men striving to sound non-feminine. By contrast, queer women and straight women tend

to have similar patterns (with the exception of prosodic variation, discussed below in

that the women in the OTC do not feel the same degree of

section

23). This

pgests

social pressure to demonstrate their differences the way that their male counterparts do

(sce Livia & Hall, 1997 for a discussion of lesbian identity and language). Indeed,

Cameron (2011) raises the question of whether the speech of lesbians can be

differentiated from that of straight women, at least in mainstream society.

nssexual

Another general trend observed here is that the linguistic behaviour of tr:

speakers is less consistent overall than that of their cissexual peers. Where straight and

queer men tend to maximize their differences, and straight and queer women neutralize

theirs, trans speakers seem to vary their strategies. Although this project examines only

three variables, it seems plausible to extrapolate that the strategy used depends on the

s where there is a high degree of conscious

overt gender indexicality of the form. In cas

awareness of the social meaning of a form, speakers use a different approach than when

there is a low degree of awarenes

discussed in greater detail in the following sections,

T'he different strategies

arg

where I will revisit the findings of each variable
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721 |s|

{straight men},

With the production [s]. we saw that there are three clusters of speakers

xuals}. The first two groups

{straight and queer women, and {queer men and tran

occupy the extremes. with {straight men} producing [s] with a low CofG and a high

mean skewness, and {straight and queer women} having a high CofG and negative

skewness. The third group falls halfway between the others on both scales. Given the

is implicated in this

social markedness

ofa “gay accent’, and the probability that |s
accent to some degree, it seems likely that straight men are making an effort not to sound

speech is supported by this pattern,

way or feminine. The putative femininity of gay may s

or at least. it is not contradicted. The phonetics of [s] produced by queer men are closer

er for straight

to those of women than to those of straight men, which in turn makes it cas

men to alter their production of [s] in the opposite direction. Straight men also show less

than other gender groups,. sug;

inter-speaker variation on both of these mea

that the “aceeptable” range of heteronormative masculinity is much narrower than that of

femininity or any of the queer identitics,

I'he trans speakers clustering with queer men is also interesting. [t may be that, at
least on a phonetic level. trans speakers uniformly take queer men as their model of
gendered speech. Since the trans participants in this study identify as queer, this is
entirely possible. On the other hand, since the queer men pattern midway between

{straight men} and {straight and queer women}. this could also be evidence that the trans

ss of changing their production, with trans men moving towards the

speakers are in proc

masculine end of the spectrum, and trans women towards the feminine end. Without
further study — examining either the same speakers at a later point in time. or different

speakers further along in their transition — this distinction cannot be made. In cither
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the unilaterally

event. trans speakers seem to be avoiding either gender extrem

masculine. or the unquestionably feminine.

7.2.2  Intensifiers

for intens

For straight and queer speakers, the findings fiers parallel those of previous

studies (Tagliamonte, 2008: Tagliamonte & Uscher, 2009), with women intensifying

more than men generally, and with so and prefty being the two most gender-implicated

variants. Additionally, we saw that gender differences were less pronounced in the queer

community than in the straight population

The story is somewhat more complicated for trans speakers. Trans men intensify
the most overall, by a considerable margin, while trans women show rates comparable o

similar is in their avoidance

xual men and women. Where trans men and women ar

of both so and pretty, which signal feminine and masculine identity, respectively. Itis
fairly obvious why they would choose to avoid the variants that index the wrong gender
that is, trans men avoiding so and trans women avoiding prety — but it is less obvious

hould not adopt those that index the right gender. It cannot simply be a

why they

 is not an intuitively masculine intensifier, so is very

although preiy

question of salience
decidedly a feminine one. So why do we not see trans women using it?

ive identity

“The answer lies in the relative productivity of negative and posi

en doing the

avoiding doing the wrong thing is more important than being s

practice:

i, more i

ring. For trans

right one. Mistakes are more noticeable than correctnes

speakers. who do not want to draw attention to the fact that they are transsexual, but want

men and women, the social cost of s

seen s

aying the wrong thing is

instead to be mply as

potentially too high.



This is particularly true for trans women, more so than for trans men. ‘Trans men.

having the physical advantages of testosterone to help sell their transitioned identity, have

much greater freedom in exploring the presentation of their gender than do trans women
Any person with facial hair and a deep voice is assumed to be a man, whatever flavour of
masculinity they are performing, be it ultra-masculine jockness or hyper-cffeminate
queerness. Trans women, on the other hand. do not undergo anywhere near as drastic a

ct of estrogen, which has next to no impact on

physical transformation under the ef

cither facial hair or voice: rather, trans women pursue depilatory treatments to rid

to train their voices out of the

themselves of unwanted beards, and consciously worl
masculine register. Trans men may be assumed to be incredibly. flamboyantly gay, but

they are almost always read as men, particularly after an extended period on testosterone,

ans women, regardless of how long they have been taking estrogen, always run the risk

nge of permissible

of being read as men in drag, and so are more constrained in the

presentations of femininity.

7.2.3  Prosodic ation

and the highest

I'his is the variable with the highest degree of speaker awarenes:

asculine- and feminine-s ling speech. Given the

consensus of what

extremely high degree of salience of this variable within the trans community. it is not

surprising to find that trans speakers seem to use prosodic variation construetively more

than any other group.

erences in how the speech

While there are overall gender and contextual di

samples are rated for variability, the most interesting differences, perhaps the most

relevant ones to this discussion, are found when gender and context are considered
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together. Straight women encode emotional involvement through the use of varied

prosody, while straight men and queer women encode it through flat prosodic contours,

that the dynamic

cech of queer women suggests

“That this pattern is also seen in the s

y. an identity that

ion of emotion is strongly iated with h

expr
neither straight men nor queer women want to communicate to the world

By contrast. trans speakers are making deliberate use of prosodic variation,

showing the most statistically-significant differences between contexts. These speakers
espouse prosodic variation as an inherently gender-marking signal of identity, and show

strong effeets of context in their use of prosodic variation. This suggests that, at some

level, they are employing positive identity practices.

7.3 Identity practices
I'hroughout this discussion, I have been using the terms positive and negative identity

e

on does to

loose definition: identity practice is what a per:

praciice with a fair

and present their identity. In fact, academic constructions of identity and identity practice

are considerably more complicated than this simple idea, and draw from traditions of

sociology, philosophy, and feminism. to name a few.

The framework which perhaps is most appropriate for this study, and this

discussion of its results. is that of sociocultural linguistics (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005).

elf and other” (p.586), and develop five

Ihey define identity as “the social positioning of
principles that underpin the framework, two of which are particularly relevant here
¢ The emergence principle: “ldentity is best viewed as the emergent product rather

than the pre-existing source of linguistic and other semiotic practices and

therefore as 8)

fundamentally a social and cultural phenomenon” (p.3
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*  The partialness principle: “Any given construction of identity may be in part

scious

deliberate and intentional, in part habitual and hence less than fully con

(p.606)

These two principles allow us o situate the findings of this

study within a larger
discourse of identity and speaker agency.

The emergence principle requires that gender be learned rather than innate, and

socially and culturally defined rather than universal. In this context, then, we should
expect that socially relevant divisions in Ottawa — such as masculine/feminine,

queer/straight — will be reflected in different linguistic practices, which is precisely what

we find. Straight men. perhaps out of fear of losing the enormous social capital

sociated with heternormative masculinity. position themselves as s

from cither femininity or queerness. Queer speakers, not caught up in the heterosexual
marketplace (Eckert. 1996). neutralize the differences observed in straight speakers.
I'ranssexual speakers negotiate a complicated space between the gendered norms.
constructing their gendered identities via whichever linguistic resources they can access
The partialness principle confirms that some aspects of the performance of gender

can be more cons

ious than others. A speaker does not have to be able to map out the
boundaries. or even be able to articulate a concise definition, of a sociolinguistically
relevant variable in order 1o use it productively. In this data, we sce clear gender patterns

in a low-salience variable such as the production of [s]. as well as in a higher-salience

to use different strategies

variable such as prosody. This principle also allows speaker

practice

with different variables, without compromising the integrity of the identity-

model as a whole. Inconsistency is not a barrier that must be overcome, but a natural and

integral part of performing gender.
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7.4 Looking forward

This study. although limited in scope, has demonstrated that speakers have considerable
agency over how they construct and perform their identities. I have focused on gender,

salient social factor and has a documented influence on

as it is both an extremely
linguistic choice. Furthermore, I have chosen to explore a non-binary construction of
gender. While there are doubtless many other nuances of gender presentation that are
glossed over by the admittedly broad six-way gender split I have employed here, if we
take this study as a starting point rather than an end point. we are presented with a wealth
of possibilities for future rescarch.

From a variationist point of view, one of the chief constraints on how we

s we have ace

operationalize the boundarics of a community is how many speake
For the study of a particular variable to reach statistical significance, more than a handful

sults of a study to be generalizable, more than a

of tokens are nece:

ary: and for the
handful of participants are required. To continue to explore the manifold presentations of

gender that are possible, we will need to continue to collect sociolinguistic interviews

s possible. Ottawa continues

many different gender and sexual identities

representing as

. as it has a fairly diverse

{0 be a good candidate for the collection of such interv iew

population, and a reasonably close-knit collection of sub-communities. Linguis
variation may play a part in the social differentiation of the bear from the vink sub-
communities, for instance. or between butch dykes and femmes. but this will require a
considerable investment of time and effort in expanding the OTC. Similarly, the

peakers may shed more light on the purported age/ideology splitin the

inclusion of older

{rans community, and recruiting trans participants who are further along in their transition

ms observed here are transitional, or

will help to answer the question of whether the patt
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static. Furthermore, the construction of corpora akin to the OTC in other cities. and in

other languages, is

an equally compelling task, and one will eventually allow for cross-

constituent comparisons of the linguistic performance of gender.

We can also expand the umbrella of variables that we examine.

chose three variables of three different levels of metalinguistic awareness on the part of

speakers. 1 am particularly interested in which domains of language are especially

and the findings of this

study suggest a relationship between the

conscious awarenc:

of a variable’s indexicality and whether it is more suitable for

positive identity practices (adoption of a form) or for negative ones (avoidance). Other

variables that might be of interest include quotative constructions (/ said vs I went vs [

was like, for example), the use of tag questions (/1’s a nice day, isn't it?) and other fillers

(such as um and you know), and further sociophonetic variables (including [s] in other

contexts, released [1], and regional vowel shifts, c.g. Labov, 1991).

With further variables, and with an expanded corpus of speakers. the relationship

between salience and accessibility will be more accurately examined. and the social

nuances of cach variable will contribute to the overall understanding of the construction

and presentation of gender.

116



References

Ahearn, Laura (2001). Language and agency. Annual Review of Anthropology, 30: 109-
137

Apple (2012). iTunes 10.6 [computer program]. Retrieved March 8, 2012, from
http://www.apple.com/

Aronovitch, Charles (1976). The voic
relation to voice quality and sex
207-220.

y: stereotyped judgments and their
. Journal of social psychology. 99:

Athanasiadou, Angeliki (2007). On the subjectivity of intensifers. Language sciences,
29: 554-565.

Audacity Team (2010). Audacity. version 13.12.0 Beta [computer programl, Retreved
April 1, 2010, from hitp://aud

Bucck, Heidi, Paul Corthals & John Van Ba
homosexual males. Journal of voice. Retri
10.1016/] i 010.10.019.

sel (2011). Pitch characteris
{ June 10,2011, DOI:

Biber, Douglas & Susan Conrad (2001). Register variation: a corpus approach. In
Schiffrin, Tannen & Hamilton (eds.), 7he handbook of discourse Analysis
(pp.175-196). Malden, MA: Blackwell.

Blakemore, Dianc (2002). Relevance and linguistic meaning: the semantics and
pragmatics of discourse markers. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Boberg, Charles (2008). Regional phonetic differentiation in Standard Canadian Englis
Journal of English linguistics, 36(2): 129-154.

Boersma, Paul & Weenink, David (2012). Praat: doing phonetics by computer, version
5.3.08 [computer program]. Retrieved March 5, 2012, from htp:/www.praat.org/

Bolden, Galina (2009). Implementing incipient actions: the discourse marker “so” in
h conversation. Journal of pragmatics. 41: 974-998,

Brannick, Teresa & David Coghlan (2007). In defense of being “native™: the case for
insider academic research. Organizational research methods, 10(1): 59-74.

Brontsema, Robin (2004). A queer revolution: reconceptualizing the debate over
linguistic reclamation. Colorado research in linguistics, 17(1). Retrieved August
12,2011, from htp://www.colorado.edu/ling/CRIL/

Brown, LeAnn (2009). “Not just super gay men™: transwomen, vlogs. stereotypes, & the
performance of gendered dialects. MA forum paper, University of Toronto.

Brown, Mildred & Chloc Ann Rounsley (1996). True sevies: understanding
transsexualism.

Bucholtz, Mary (1999). “Why be normal?”: Language and identity practices in a
community of nerd girls. Language in society, 28(2): 203-223

17




Bucholtz, Mary& Kira Hall (2005). Identity and interaction: a sociocultural linguistic
approach. Discourse studies, 7(4

5-614.

Bulgin, James, walg Elford. Lindsay Harding. Bridget Henley, Suzanne Power &

y 008). So very really variable: social patterning of intensifier
use by Nu\lmn\dldndu\unllnu Linguistica Atlantica, 29: 101-115.

Butler. Judith (1988). Performative acts and gender constitution: an essay in
phenomenology and feminist theory. Theatre journal, 40(4): 519-531

Cameron, Deborah (2007). The myth of Mars and Venus: do men and women really
speak different languages? Oxford: Oxford University Press

Cameron, Deborah (2011). Sociophonetics a
86(1): 98-103.

Cameron, Deborah & Don Kulick (2003). Language and sexuality. Cambridg
Cambridge University Press.

American speech,

Chafetz

anct Saltzman (1999). Handbook of the sociology of gender. New York:
Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers

City of Ottawa (2006). Ottawa counts. Retrieved June 8, 2011, from
http://www.ottawa.ca/city_services/statistics/counts/index_en.shtml

Clarke. Sandra (2010). Newfoundland and Labrador English. Vdinburgh: Edinburgh
University Pres
Cukor-Avila, Patricia & Guy Bailey (1995). An approach to sociolinguistic Ildd\\mk a

site study of rural AAVE in a T English world-wide. 16(2):

193.

community

(2008). Families in 1 tion: a resource guide for parents of trans youth
Toronto: Central Toronto Youth Services. Retrieved June 13,2011, from
http://www. org

Daniloff. Raymond. Kim Wilcox & M. Irene Stephens (1980). An acoustic-articulatory
description of children’s defective /s/ prodi Journal of communicati
disorders, 13(5): 347-363.

tics

de Pinto, Olive & Harry Hollien (1982). Speaking fundamental frequency charact

of Australian women: then and now. Journal of phonetics, 10(4): 367-375
Dilligan, Robert & Karen Lynn (1973). Computers and the history of prosody. College
inglish, 34(8): 1103-1123.

Eckert, Penclope (1989). Jocks and burnouts: social categories and identity in the high
school. New York: Teachers College Press.

ickert, Penclope (1996). Vowels and nail polish: the emergence of linguistic style in the
preadolescent heterosexual marketplace. Stanford University/Institute for
arch on Le:

Re:

Eckert, Penelope (2000). Linguistic variation as social practice. Massachusetts:

Blackwell.

118




kert, Penelope & Sally McConnell-Ginet (1992a). Think practically and look locally:
language and gender as community-based practice. Annual review of
anthropology, 21: 461-490

Eckert, Penclope & Sally McConnell-Ginet (1992b). Communities of practice: where
language. gender, and power all live. In Hall, Bucholtz & Moonwomon (eds.).
Locating power: proceedings of the second Berekley women and language
conference (pp.89-99). Berkeley: Berkeley Women and Language Group.

Fckert, Penelope & Sally McConnell-Ginet (2003). Language and gender. New York
Cambridge University Press.

England. Paula (1993). Theory on gender/feminism on theory. New York: A. de
Gruyter.

Fant, Gunner (1973). Speech sounds and features. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Fitzsimmons, Mary, Noirin Sheahan & Hugh Staunton (2001). Gender and the
i of acoustic dimensions of prosody: for clinical studics
Brain and language, 78: 94-108.

Flipsen, Peter, Lawrence Shriberg, Gary Weismer, Heather Karlsson & Jane McSweeny
(1999). Acoustic characteristics of /s/ in adolescents. Jowrnal of speech,
language, and hearing research, 42: 663-677.

rfinkel, Harold (1967/1984). Studies in ethnomethodology. New Jersey: Prentice-
Hall.

Gaudio, Rudolf (1994). Sounding gay: pitch proper

men. American speech, 69(1): 30-57.

n the s

Geller, Pamela & Miranda Stockett (20

006). Feminist anthropology: past. present, and
future. Philadelph Univers i

Ivania Press.

Glass, Lillian (1992). He says, she savs: closing the communication gap between the
sexes. New York: Putnam.
Goldberg, Michelle (1994). Sex stercotype:

University of Western Ontario journal of anthropology.

a function of genderlect. Torem: the
9

1(1): 75-79.

Graddol, David (1986). Discourse specific pitch behavior. In Johns-Lewis (ed.).
Intonation in discourse (pp.221-237). London: Croom Helm

Gray. John (1992). Men are from Mars, women are from Venus. New York
HarperCollins.

Greenbaum, Sidney (1969). Studies in English adverbial usage. 1.ondon: Longmans,

nand Co., Ltd.

Gumperz, John & Dell Hymes (1964). The ethnography of communication. Washington.
DC: American Anthropological Association.

Guy. Gregory & Julia Vonwiller (1984). The meaning of an intonation in Australian
English. Australian journal of linguistics, 4(1): 1-17.

119



Hall, Kira & Veronica O’Donovan (1996). Shifiing gender positions among Hindi-
speaking hijras. In Bergvall, Bling & Freed (eds.), Rethinking language and
gender research: theory and practice (pp.228-266). London: Longman.

Hazenberg, Evan (2010). Totally nerdy nerdy things: intens
Unpublished undergraduate ms. University of Ottawa.

s in Ottawa English.

Hazenberg, Evan (2011). Performing lity: deliberately gendering intensifi
Paper presented at Methods in Dialectology I4. University of Western Ontario:
London, ON, August 2-6.

Heffernan, Kevin (2004). Evidence from HNR that /s/ is a social marker of gender.
Toronto working papers in linguistics, 23(2): 71-

Henton, Caroline (1989). Fact and fiction in the description of female and male pitch.
Language and communication, 9(4): 299-311

Henton, Caroline (1995). Pitch dynamism in female and male speech. Language and
communication, 15(1): 46-621.

Heritage, John (1987). Ethnomethodology. In Giddens & Turner (eds.), Social theory
today (pp.224-272). Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Holmes, Janet (1995). Women, men and politeness.

London: Longman.

Holmes, Janct & Maria Stubbe (2003). “Feminine” workplaces: stereotype and reality.
In Holmes & Meyerhoff (¢ds.), The handbook of language and gender (pp.573-
599). Oxford: Blackwell.

Holmes, Janet & Miriam Meyerhoff (2003). The handbook of language and gender.
Oxford: Blackwell.

Horn, Laurence (1989). A natural history of negation. Chicago: Univer

Pre:

ty of Chicago

Horn, Laurence (1991). Duplex negatio affirmat....: the economy of double negation.
LS 27-11 Papers from the parasession on negation. Chicago: Chicago
Linguistics Society.

Howe, Mary Locke (1991). Topic change in conversation, PhDD Dissertation,
Department of Linguistics, Universi

of Kansas.

Howell, Peter & Karima Kadi-Hanifi (1991). Comparison of prosodic propertics
between read and spontancous speech material. Speech communication, 10: 163-
169.

Howells, William Dean (1906). Our daily speech. Harper's bazaar, 40: 930-934.

Human Resources and Skills Development Canada (2006). National occupational
clas ation (NOC). Retrieved June 13,2011, from
hutp: hrsde.ge.ca/eng/workpl: s/noc/ind

IBM (2012
C

x.shiml

Ingemann, Frances (1968). Identification of the speaker’s sex from voiceless fricatives.

Journal of the acoustical society of America, 44(4): 1142-1144.

120




Ito. Rika & Sali Tagliamonte (2003). Well weird, right dodgy. very strange, really cool
Layering and recycling in English intensifiers. Language in society 23(2): 257-
279

Jacobs. Gireg, Ron Smyth & Henry Rogers (2000). Language and sexuality: searchi
the phonetic correlates of gay- and straight-sounding male voices. Toronto
working papers in linguistics, 18: 46-61.

o for

Jagose, Annamarie (1996). Queer theory: an introduction. New York: New York
University Press.

Jespersen, Otto (1922). Language: its nature, development, and origin. London: George
Allen & Unwin

n, Otto (1924). The philosophy of grammar. London: Allen and Unwin

Johnson, Alison (2002). So...%: pragmatic implications of so-prefaced questions in
formal police interviews. In Cotterill (ed), Language in the legal process (pp.91-
110). New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Jones, Mark & Kristy McDougall (2009). The acoustic character of fricated /t/ in
Australian English: a comparison with /s/ and /f/. Journal of the international
phonetic association, 39(3): 265-289.

Jongman, Allard, Ratree Wayland & Serena Wong (2000). Acoustic characteristics of
English fricatives. Journal of the acoustical society of America, 108(3): 1252-
1263.

Keller,

ric (2005). The analysis of voice quality in speech processing. Lecture notes in
computer science (pp.54-73). Berlin: Springer Verlag. DOL: 10.1.1.91.9949,

Key, Mary Ritchie (1972). Linguistic behavior of male and female. Linguistics, 10(88):

15-31.
Krifka, Manfied (2007). Negated antonyms: ereating and filling the gap. In Sauerland &
Stateva (eds.), P ion and implicature in ¢ semantics

(pp.163-177). New ank Palgrave Macmillan.

Kroch, Anthony (1978). Toward a theory of social dialect variation. Language in
society, 7(1): 17-36.

Kulick. Don (1998). Trave
prostitutes. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

i sex, gender, and culture among Brazilian transgendered

Kulick, Don (1999). Transgender and language: a review of the literature and
suggestions for the future. GLQO, 5(4): 606-622.

Labov, William (1963). The social motivation of a sound change. Word, 19: 273-309.

Labov, William (1966/1982). The social stratification of English in New York City.
Washington, DC: Center for Applied Linguistics.

Labov, William (1972). Sociolinguistic patierns. Philadelphia: University of
Philadelphia Pr

Labov, William (1991). Three dialects of English. In Eckert (ed.). Ways of analyzing
variation (pp.1-44). New York: Academic Press.

121




Labov, William, Sharon Ash & Charles Boberg (2006). Atlas of North Ame
English: phonetics, phonology and sound change. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Lakoff, Robin (1973). Language and woman’s pla

Language in Society, 2: 45-80.
Lakoff, Robin (1975). Language and woman's place. New York: Harper and Row.

Lave, Jean & Etienne Wenger (1991). Situated learning: legitimate peripheral
participation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Leap. William (1996). Word's out: gay men’s English. Minncapolis: University of
Minnesota Pre:

Levey. Stephen (2010). The Englishes of Canada. In Kirkpatrick (ed.), The Routledge
handbook of world Englishes (pp.113-131). London: Routledge.

Levinson. Stephen (2000). Presumptive meanings. Cambridge. Mass: MI'T Press.

Levon, Erez (2006). Hearing “gay™: prosody, interpretation, and the affective judgments
of men’s speech. American speech, 81(1): 56-78.

Levon, Erez (2007). Sexuality in context:
identity. Language in society, 36:

Livia, Anna & Kira Hall, (1997).
New York: Oxford Univer

Local. John & Gareth \\’A\Iku (2005

phonetic and
Phonetica, 62: 120-130.

fation and the sociolinguistic perception of

533-554.

Ducerly phrased: language, gender, and sexuality.
v Press.

Mulmdnlm_ml imperatives for investi,
I | structures of

ating the

Lorenz, Gunter (2001). Really “(ll’lh\\hll&. or not really p“m.ml' A wlpu\»h.hul
approach to the | of in Modern
English. In Wischer & Diewald (Ld\ ). New reflections on grammaticalization
(pp.49-68). Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Macaulay, Ronald (2006). Pure grammaticalization: the development of a teenage
intensifier. Language variation and change, 18: 267-283.

Mandernach, B. m‘munu. Psychology of gender: cognitive development theory.

d 2011, from

1

html

jinet, Sally (2003 at’s ina name?” Social labeling and gender
practices. In Holmes & Meyerhoff (eds.). 7he handbook of language and gender
(pp-69-97). Oxford: Blackwell.

MeLemore, Cynthia (1991). The pragmatic interpretation of
speech. PhD dissertation. The University of Texas

Milroy, Leslic (1980). Language and social networks. Baltimor
Press.

elish intonation: Sorority
at Austin.

niversity P

Mixdorf, Hansjore (2002). Speech technology, ToBI, and making sensc of prosody. In
Bel & Marlien (eds.), Proceedings of the speech prosody conference (pp.31-38).
Aix-en-Provence: Laboratoire Parole et Langage.

122




Moonwomon-Baird, Birch (1997). Toward a study of lesbian speech. In Livia & Hall
Queerly phrased: language, gender, and sexuality (pp.202-213). New
York: Oxford University Pr

{lizabeth McDonald (2006). The influence of
Journal of the acoustical

Munson, Benjamin, ah Jefferson and
perceived sexual orientation on fricative identification.
society of America, 119(4): 2427-2437

Namaste. Viviane (2000). Invisible lives: the erasure of transsexual and transgendered
people. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,

Nevelainen, Terttu & Matti Rissanen (2002). Fairly pretty or pretty fair? On the

and icalization of English . Language sciences,
24: ‘5‘) 380.

dlinor (1992). Indexing gender. In Duranti & Goodwin (Eds.). Rethinking

context; language as an interactive phenomenon (pp. 335-358). Cambridg

Cambridge University Pre:

Ochs, Elinor (1993). Constructing social identity: a language socialization perspective.
Research on language and social interaction, 26(3): 287-306.

Paradis, Carita (1997). Degree modifiers of adjectives in spoken British English. Lund
studies in English 92. Lund: Lund University Press.

Paradis, Carita (2000). “1U's well weird.” Degree modifiers of adjectives revisited: the
nineties. In Kirk (ed.), Corpora galore: analyses and techniques in describing
English (pp.147-160). Amsterdam: Rodopi.

on. Alan (1993). Corpus evidence of las chang

& Tognini-Bonelli (eds.), Text and technology: in honour of
John Sinclair (pp.177-192). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Peppé, Sue (2009). Why is prosody in spe
International journal of speech-language pathology, 11(4):

Peters, Hans (1994). Degree adverbs in carly moder English. In Kastovsky (ed.).
Studies in Early Modern English (pp.269-288). Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

ifiers.

he case of intes

ch-language pathology so difficult?

Podesva, Robert (2008). Three sources of stylistic meaning. Texas linguistics forum
(proceedings of the symposium about language and society — Austin 15). 51: 1
43.

Shana (1993). Variation theory and lang
Variation theory and language contact: Ame,
terdam and Philadelphia: John i

How well are we doing? A survey of the GLBT population in Ottawa.
ved June 8. 2011, from http:/www.pinktriangle.org/wellness/main.html

contact. In Preston (ed.),

Popla

PTS (2001
Re

Quirk. Randolph, Sidney Greenbaum, Geoffrey Leech & Jan Swartvik (1985). 1
comprehensive grammar of the English language. London: Longman:

" in ordinary

Raymond, Geoffrey (2004). Prompting action:  the stand-alone s
conversation. Research on language and social interaction, 37(2): 185218

123

rican dialect research (pp.251-286).




Rogers, Henry & Ron Smyth (2003). Phonctic differences between gay- and straight-
sounding male s . Proceedings of the 15th
international congress of phonetic sciences: 1855-1858.

Smith. (2012). Goldvarb LION: a variable rule

Sankoff, David, Sali Tagliamonte & E

for M: l program]. Dep of Linguistics.
ty of Toronto. Retrieved from
idual.utoronto.ca/tagli o b.htm

in, Deborah (1987). Discourse markers. Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press,

Schwartz, Martin F. (1968). Identification of speak
fricatives. Journal of the acoustical society of America, 43(5): 1178-1179.

< from isolated, voiceless

Shadle. Christine & Sheila Mair (1996). Quantifying spectral characteristics of fricatives
Proceedings, 4" international conference on spoken language processing: 1521-
1524

Singer, T. Benjamin (2006). From the medical gaze to sublime mutations. In Stryker &
Whittle (eds.), 7he transgender studies reader (pp.601-620). New York
Routledg

Smyth, Ron & Henry Rogers (2002). Phonetics. gender., and sexual orientation. 2002
CLA proceedings: 299-311.

Smyth, Ron & Henry Rogers (2008). Do gay-sounding men speak like women? Toronto
working papers in linguistics, 27: 129-144.

Stevens, Kenneth (1998). Acoustic phonetics. Cambridge, MIT Press.
StofTel. Cornelis (1901). Intensives and down-toners. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Strand, Elizabeth (1999). Uncovering the role of gender stercotypes in speech
perception. Journal of language and social psychology. 18: 86-99

Stuart- Qmilh Jane 171)07) Empirical evidence for gendered speech production: /s/ in
s In Coates & Ignacio Hualde (eds.), Laboratory phonology 9 (pp.65-
56) New Ymk Mouton de Gruyter.

Stuart-Smith, Jane, Claire Timmins & Alan Wrench (2003). Sex and gender di
inGl ian /s/. Proceedings of the fificenth international congress of phonetic
sciences: 1851-1854.

amonte. Sali (2006). Analysing sociolinguistic variation. Cambridge: Cambridge

ty Press

ferences

Univers
Tagliamonte, Sali (2008). So different and pretty cool! Reeycling intensifiers in Toronto,
Canada. English language and linguistics, 12(2): 361-394
Tagliamonte, Sali & Chis Roberts (2005).
i i vision series

So weird: so cool: so innovative: the use of’
iends. American speech, 80(3): 280-300

Tagliamonte, Sali & Dylan Uscher (2009). Queer youth in the speech communit
enriching large scale studies of variation and change. Paper presented at NWAV
38. University of Ottawa: 22-25 October

124




Tannen, Deborah (1991). You just don't understand: women and men in conversation.
New York: Ballantine.

‘Thomas, Erik (2011). Sociophonetics: an introduction. London & New York: P:
Macmillan.

Trudgill, Peter (1986). Dialects in contact. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Van der Wouden. Ton (1996). Litotes and downward monotonicity. In Wansing (ed.).
Negation: a notion in focus (pp.145-167). Berlin & New York: Mouton de
Gruyter.

v and multiple
mber 7. 2011,
ig.pdf

Van der Wouden, Ton (1997). Negative Contexts: Collocation, polar
negation. London and New York: Ruulludbu Retrieved D
from http:/ _tonvander nl/index_files/pa i

. Gerard. Becky Childs & lu\mlu Thorburn (2007). Identity marking and

in an urbanizi ity. Papers from the 31st

annual meeting of the A//unm provinces linguistic association: 85-94.

1 Project (2009). Idol worshippers and Model

hange. Paper

Van Herl

Van Herk, Gerard & the MUN Intensi
citizens: nationality, communities of choice, and langua;
presented at CVC-IIL. York University: 20-21 June.

Van Herk, Gerard & the Ottawa Intensifier Project (2006). That’s so tween: intensifier
use in on-line subcultures. Paper presented at NWAV 35, Ohio State University:

9-12 November.

Ville de Gatineau (2011). A portrait of Gatineau. Retrieved January 19, 2012, from
http:/www.gatineau.ca/servicesenligne/infoterritoire/profil_web/
profill_pres_en.html

(1968). Empirical foundations for a
Directions for historical

Weinreich, Uriel, William Labov & Marvin Herzo
theory of language change. In Lehman & Malkiel (eds.
linguistics (pp.95-188). Austin: University of Texas Press.

White, Richard Grant (1891). Words and their uses, past and present: a study of the
English language (19" edition). Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Wood, Julia (1999). Gendered lives: communication, gender, and culture. Toronto:
Wadsworth Publishing.

WPATH (011). Standards of care for the health of transsexual, transgender. and
gender nonconforming people, Tth version. The World Professional Association
for Transgender Health. Retrieved June 18,2012, from http:/www.wpath.org

asa, Ikuko (2010). Creak voice: a new feminine voice quality for young urban-
oriented upwardly mobile American women? American speech, 85(3): 315

337

Zimman, Lal (2012). Transmasculinity & phonetic bricolage. Paper presented at
Lavender languages and linguistics 19. American University: Washington, DC.

February 9-12.

Zwicky. Amold (1997). Two lavender issues for linguis
Queerly phrased: language, gender and sexuality (pp.2
University Press.

s. In Livia & Hall (eds.
-34). New York: Oxford




Appendix A

Ottawa Trans Corpus information

*  FtM = female-to-male transsexual (trans woman)

*  MtF = male-to-female transsexual (trans man)

xual woman

", cissexual woman

* M = straight. cissexual man

« Mq = queer. cissexual man

* anasterisk (*) after a gender code indicates that this person identifi
genderfluid, or not as

OTC  Speaker

code code Pseudonym Gender Age
001 Eric Lennon Ftm 24
002 Andre Dubé FM 21
003 a Adam Kingsley FIM 22
004 Anthony Long FM 18
005 Simon Nelson FtMm * 24
006 b Nick McManus FtM 27
007 Stéfan Bernard FtM 3
008 [ Alan Sealy FtV 3
009 d Edward Keller Ftm 24
010 Mitchell Laroque Ftm 23
ot ¢ Chris Huang FtM 21
012 Chloe Morgan FtMm * 19
013 Alicia Reynolds Mt * 57
014 f Cynthia Vilmers MtF 30
015 g Kristine Komack MtF 28
016 Rose Granville MtF 39
017 Meredith Jones MtF L1
018 h MtF 38 1
019 i Fiona Henrikson Mt 22 2:
020 i Linda Underhill MtF 25 23
021 Sandra Patton Mt 76 2.
Jordan Deguerre FM 51 2
0 i M 31 13
5 Rebecca Smyth F 29 1:
6 Alison Kidd P 30 L
1 Simon Winston M 29 1:16
7 Jennifer Franklyn F 22 07
con’t
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e
code
106
107
108
109
110

Speaker

code  Pscudonym Gender Age Time
8 Renata Morden F 38 1:36
Brenda Soren F 60 1:09

Linda Murray ¥ 41 158

Krista Mallory P 52 1:09

9 Jennifer O'Driscoll F 30 139
Sarah MacIntyre ¥ 4 1:23

¥ Megan Wuthering Fq 22 1:02
A Jonathan Earle Mq 24 1:27
G Catherine Loughton Fq 2 1:35
D Scott Khalid Mg 2 1:06
B Lucas Williams Mq 25 1:33
¢ Daniel Lafontaine Mq 31 1:29
Thomas Derrick Mg 33 156

Greg Wilson Mg 36 114

Dora Rodrigucz Fq 37 126

H  Robin Mer: Fq 24 1115
Aiden Laramic Mq 24 120

Grace Garland Fq 57 1:50

1 Valeric Battersea Fq 24 138
] Caroline Roland Fq 27 1:20
I Vincent Donovan Mg 31 1335
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Appendix B

Praat seripts used

1. High-pass filter only

select Sound untitled
Filter (formula)... if x<1000 or x>22000 then 0 else self fi
rectangular band filter

select Sound untitled_filt
stl = Get start time
To Spectrum... yes

¢l = Get centre of gravicy. 2
s1 = Get skewness

fileappend "/Users/evanhazenberg/Desktop/s_bigrange 154" 'st1' 'tabs
‘cl' 'tabs' 'sl' 'newline$’

h-and low-pass filters

select Sound untitled
Filter (formula)... if x<100@ or x>13000 then 0 else self fi;
rectangular band filter

select Sound untitled_filt

stl = Get start time

To Spectrum... yes

cl = Get centre of gravity... 2
sl = Get skewness... 1

fileappend "/Users/evanhazenberg/Desktop/s_smallrange 154" 'stl' 'tabs’
‘cl' "tab$' 'sl' ‘newline$’
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Appendix C

Written instructions for prosody judges

The purpose of this experiment is to measure how much prosodic variation people
n to men and women speak.

perceive when they |

specch.
. v i
P/, Some 1%y, ¥ e Hhis :

For ¥ 5

What is prosodic variation? It’s changes in the pitch and rhythm of

and rhythm

ind downs, as well as changing stress
pecch dynamic.

This kind of speech has lots of ups
patterns. We will call this kind of
P
" or, s
and other e OP‘A’ talk ™ .

This kind of speech has very little intonational ‘movement’. We will call this kind of

specch flat.

peech, cach between 9 and 12 seconds

In this experiment, you will hear 2:
ing have been digitally blurred,

long. In each segment, the word:
so that the content of the speech is indecipherable. You will not be provided with any
information a speaker (e.g., age, gender, etc.), so the only thing you will be
responding to is the variation in the prosodic properties of the segment.

Fzach segment has been given a four letter code, and a scale that ranges from very fla
very dynamic. After listening to each segment, check the box on the corresponding
scale that best approximates how flat or dynamic you think the segment was. You can
listen to cach segment as many times as you like before making your decision. but don’t
worry about being exactly right. I'm primarily interested in your intuition about the
speech segment you hear, so your first instinct is probably the “right” answer.

“Thank you for taking the time to complete this experiment.
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